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BEFORE THE
| LLI NOI S COMMERCE COMM SSI ON

IN THE MATTER OF:
| LLI NO S COMMERCE COMM SSI ON

V.
COMVONWEALTH EDI SON COMPANY,

N N N N N N N N N

No. 08-0532
| nvestigation of Rate Design
Pursuant to Section 9-250 of
the Public Utilities Act.
Chi cago, Illinois

Novenber 3, 2009
Met pursuant to notice at 10: 00 a.m
BEFORE:
MR. TERRENCE HI LLI ARD and MS. LESLIE HAYNES,
Adm ni strative Law Judges.

APPEARANCES:

SONNENSCHEI N, NATH & ROSENTHAL

MR. JOHN ROONEY

MS. ANNE M TCHELL

233 South Wacker Drive, Suite 7800

Chi cago, Illinois 60606
Appearing for Commonweal th Edi son
Conmpany;
AND

MR. EUGENE H. BERNSTEI N
10 Sout h Dear born

Suite 4900

Chi cago, Illinois 60602
Appearing for Commonweal th Edi son
Conmpany;
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APPEARANCES (Conti nued):

MR. JOHN C. FEELEY
MR. CARMEN FOSCO
160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800
Chi cago, Illinois 60601
Appearing for staff;

DLA PI PER US, LLP
MR. CHRI STOPHER TOWNSEND
MR. CHRI STOPHER N. SKEY
AMANDA C. JONES
203 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1900
Chi cago, Illinois 60601
Appearing for the Coalition
of Energy Suppliers;

LAW OFFI CES OF RI CHARD C. BALOUGH
MR. RI CHARD C. BALOUGH
53 West Jackson Boul evard
Suite 936
Chi cago, Illinois 60603
Appearing for the CTA;

MR. RONALD D. JOLLY
30 North LaSalle, Suite 900
Chi cago, Illinois 60602
Appearing for the City of Chicago;

LEUDERS, ROBERTSON & KOZEN

MR. ERI C ROBERTSON

MR. RYAN ROBERTSON

1939 Del mar Avenue

Granite City, Illinois 60420

and

MR. CONRAD R. REDDI CK

1015 Crest Street

Wheeling, Illinois 60189
appearing for I1EP;
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APPEARANCES ( Conti nued):

HI NSHAW and CULBERTSON,
MR. EDWARD R. GOWER
400 South Ninth Street

Suite 200

LLP

Springfield, Illinois 62701

Appearing for

MR. ALAN JENKI NS
2265 Roswel |l Road

Metra;

Marietta, Georgia 30062

Appearing for

MR. KURT BOEHN
36 E. 76th Street
Suite 1510

The Commerci al

Ci ncinnati, Ohio 45202

(513) 421-2255
Appearing for

Kr oger

Co.

Group;
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W t nesses: Direct

I NDE X

Cross direct

Re -

Re - By
cross Exam ner

PETER LAZARE

457
JEFFREY MEROLA

509
LAVRENCE ALONI

531

460
468
477
492

511

533
544
555
572
585
618

523

679

528

683
684
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EXHI BI TS

Nunber

STAFF LAZARE
#1.01,1.02 &2.0

REACT CROSS

#14

#1, 3( CORRECTED) &5
#28&4

#19

#10

11 C
#15
#15 & 16

COMED
#1,6 & 10

METRA
#17

I
#

MEEHAN
#18

CI TY CROSS
#1.0, 2. O(REVI SED) &3. 0

MARKED

462

657

485

593

459

463
504
511
678
679

492

533

614
614
614
614

617

618

ADM TTED
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: On behalf of the Illinois
Commerce Comm ssion, | call Docket 08-0532.
The Illinois Commerce Conmm ssion
versus Commonweal t h Edi son investigation of rate
desi gn, pursuant to Section 9-250 of the Illinois

Public Utilities Act.

for the

MR. FEELEY:

Commerce Conmm SSi on,

Can the parties identify themsel ves

record please, beginning with staff.

Representing the Staff of

I11ino

John Feeley and Carmen Fosco,

i's

Office of General Counsel, 160 North LaSalle Street,

Suite C-800, Chicago, Illinois 60601.

MR. ROONEY: On behal f of Commonweal th Edi son

fromthe firm

233 Sout h Wacker

Conpany, John Rooney and Anne M tchell,
Sonnenschein, Nath & Rosenthal, LLP,
Drive, Suite 7800, Chicago, Illinois 60606.

MR. BERNSTEI N:
Comonweal t h Edi son Conpany,

Busi ness Services Conpany,

Chi cago,

JUDGE HI LLI ARD

I1'linois 60603.

back please chinme in.

MR. TOWNSEND: On behal f of

Request

Equi t abl e Costs Toget her

And al so on behal f of

Eugene Bernstein,

10 Sout h Dear born,

Can the people from front to

the Coalition to

or

REACT,

the | aw

Excel
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firm of DLA Piper, LLP, U S. 203 North LaSalle,

Chi cago, Illinois 60601 by Christopher J. Townsend

Chri stopher N. Skey, Amanda C. Jones and Cathy Yu.
MR. GOWER: Ed Gower from the |law firm of

Hi nshaw & Cul bertson, LLP. W are also in the U S.

| represent Metra. Our address is
400 South Ninth Street, Suite 200, Springfield,
I'l1linois 62701.

MR. BALOUGH: Ri chard Bal ough, Bal ough Law

Offices, LLC, One North LaSalle, Suite 1910, Chicago,

I1linois 60602.

MS. JENKINS: Alan Jenkins for the Conmmerci al
Group, Jenkins At Law, LLC, 2265 Rozwell| Road,
Marietta, Georgia.

MR. ROBERTSON: Eric Robertson, Ryan Robertson,
Lueders, Robertson & Kozen, P.O. Box 735, Granite
City, Illinois 62040.

Conrad Reddi ck 1015 Crest, Wheaton,
I1linois 60189 on behalf of the Illinois Industrial
Energy Consumers.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Is that all the appearances?
(No response.)
Staff, would you call your wtness

pl ease.
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MR. FEELEY: Sur e.

At this time, Staff would call Peter
Lazar e.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: M. Lazare, would you raise

your right hand to be sworn.
(W tness sworn.)

PETER LAZARE,
called as a witness herein, having been first duly
sworn, was exam ned and testified as follows:

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY

MR. FEELEY:

Q Coul d you please state your name for the
record.

A Peter Lazare.

Q And by whom are you enpl oyed?

A 1 1inois Comerce Comm ssion.

Q M . Lazare, do you have in front of you a
document that's been marked for identification as |ICC
Staff Exhibit 1.0, the direct testimny of Peter
Lazare in Docket No. 08-0532 that consists of a cover
page, a Table of Contents, 42 pages of narrative
texts and attached Schedules 1.01 and 1.02?

A Yes.
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MR. FEELEY: Your Honors, that was filed on
E- Docket May 22, 2009.

BY MR. FEELEY:

Q Was I CC Staff Exhibit 1.0 and its attached
schedul es prepared by you or under your direction,
supervi sion or control ?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any additions, deletions or
modi fications to make to I CC Staff Exhibit 1.07?

A No, | do not.

Q M . Lazare, do you have another document in
front of you marked for identification as |ICC Staff
Exhibit 2.0, the rebuttal testimny of Peter Lazare
in Docket No. 08-0532 dated October 2, 2009, which
consists of a cover page and 22 pages of narrative
text?

A Yes.

Q Was | CC Staff Exhibit 2.0 prepared by you
or under your direction, supervision and control ?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any additions, deletions or
modi fications to make to I CC Staff Exhibit 2.07?

A No, | do not.

Q If I were to ask you today the sane series
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of questions set forth in ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 and
2.0, would your answers be the same as set forth in
t hose documents?

A Yes.

MR. FEELEY: Your Honors, at this time, Staff
woul d move to admt into evidence | CC Staff Exhibit
1.0 and attached schedules 1.01 and 1.02 and | CC
Staff Exhibit 2.0, which is rebuttal testimny of
Peter Lazare.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Obj ecti ons?

(No response).
Heari ng no objections, Staff 1.0,
1.01, 1.02 and 2.0 will be admtted.

MR. FEELEY: Yes, Schedules 1.0, and 1.02.

JUDGE HI LLIARD: WIIl be admtted in the
record.

(Wher eupon, Staff Lazare Exhibit
Nos. 1.01, 1.02, 2.0 were
admtted into evidence.)

MR. FEELEY: M . Lazare, we're going to switch

seats now, so take a nonent.
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CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Good morning, M. Lazare.

A Good mor ni ng.

Q The technol ogy working all right here? You
can hear us okay? You can see us?

A Yes.

Q Chris Townsend on behalf of REACT, the
Coalition to Request Equitable Allocation of Costs
Toget her.

Are you famliar with REACT?

A Yes.

Q You know REACT is made up of some of the
| argest comercial industrial and municipal entities
in Northern Illinois, along with RESs that are
interested in potentially serving residenti al
customers, right?

A That's correct.

Q And in your rebuttal testinmny, you
recommend that the Comm ssion initiate a workshop
process to address some of the issues raised in this
proceedi ng, right?

A That's correct.
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Q You're aware that REACT issued a number of
data requests related to your workshop proposal,
right?

A The staff, yes.

Q Specifically, REACT issued to Staff REACT

Dat a Request 1.01 to 1.06, correct?

A Yes.
Q Do you have those responses in front of
you?
Yes.

Q Those data requests and your responses
relate to your view of the scope and content of the
recommended wor kshop process, correct?

A Yes.

Q In your answer to Data Request 1.01, you
indicate that Staff disagrees with the limtation and
t he scope of the workshop process as advocated by
M. Alongi, right?

A And in certain respects, we have also cone
agreement on issues, as well.

Q Let me go ahead and mark this for the
record, and if you could just take all of the pages
as a single cross-exhibit here.

We'll call this REACT Cross-Exhi bit
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Lazare 14.

(Wher eupon, REACT Cross-Exhibit

No. 14 was marked for
identification.)
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q I n Data Request 1.01 asks whether Staff
supports a workshop process limted to only the
specific issues identified by ComEd with Wtness
Al ongi, correct?

A Correct.

Q And your response is:

"No, M. Lazare believes the
process should also consider issues
raised in this docket not otherw se
resolved by the final order by other
parties that are relevant to the
devel opnment of this cost of service."

Correct?

A Yes.

Q So Staff believes the scope of the
wor kshops, as suggested by M. Alongi in his
surrebuttal testinony, would be too narrow, right?

A Yeah, | would believe that it should be

expanded or it should be -- the opportunity should
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arise for it to be expanded based upon the input of
all parties to the case.
Q And the other data requests in your
responses, likewi se, relate to that same view of what
t he scope, content and the procedures of the workshop
process should be, correct?
A Yes.
MR. TOWNSEND: Rat her than go through each one
of these, | move for the adm ssion of REACT
Cross- Exhibit Lazare 14?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Obj ecti ons?
MR. FEELEY: No objection by Staff.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: OCkay. REACT Cross- Exhi bit
Lazare 14 will be admtted in the record.
(Wher eupon, REACT Cross Exhibit
No. 14 was adm tted into
evi dence.)

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q In your rebuttal testimny, M. Lazare, you
address the customer-care costs testimny of REACT
Wtness Merola; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q You woul d agree that, as a general matter,
delivery services costs should be recovered in
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delivery services rates, right?
A Yes.
Q And you agree, as a ge
costs should be recovered in sup
A Yes.

Q And you'd agree that,

neral matter,

ply rates,

as a general

right?

supply

matter,

common costs that are incurred to provide both supply

and delivery services should be recovered in both

supply and delivery services rat
A | would say for many.

woul d say that's a general rule

Q Do you agree with M. Merola that

es, right?

| don't know if |

for all.

customer-care costs that are solely delivery services

rel ated should be recovered in ConEd's delivery

services rates?

A Yes.

Q Do you agree with M. Merola that

customer-care costs that are solely supply-rel ated

shoul d be recovered in ConEd's supply rates?

A Yes.

Q Do you agree with M. Merola that

costs that ComEd incurs to provide both supply and

conmon

delivery services, customer-care services should be

recovered in both ComEd's supply

rates and

its
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delivery services rates?

A Not necessarily.

And the example m ght be the cost of
billing, which a general rule for utilities is that
delivery services recover pretty nmuch the full cost
of billing even when it includes bundled service.

Q And do you suggest that the reason you
oppose that is because the bundl ed and unbundl ed
customers would be charged significantly different
billing costs, correct? That's at Lines 307 to 308
of your testinmony.

A Ri ght .

That's identified in my testinmony.

Now, |'ve also, since been review ng,
for example, the single-bill option. And that
single-bill option which would cover the credit that

woul d be received if the ARES or the RES provided the
bill for all service.

It's a relatively |low nunmber. It's for
exanpl e residential custonmers 54 cents. And if you
t ake away the cost of postage, you're |ooking at, you
know, a little bit more than an a dinme.

So | think clearly the cost of billing
is far in excess of a dime. So |I think the
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Comm ssion, in the past, when it came to single
billing, the single-bill option has, | think,
concl uded that the bulk of billing costs should be
with the delivery utility.

Q You did not actually present any
cal cul ation of the disparity in ComEd's rates that
woul d result if the Comm ssion were to adopt
M. Merola's proposal, did you?

A No, | did not.

Q And you didn't present that analysis with

regards to the single-bill option in the testinmony,
did you?
A No, | did not.

Q You' d agree that you did not actually
present any analysis of which ComEd custonmer-care
costs are supply-related and which ComEd
customer-care costs are delivery-services rel ated,
right?

A | woul d agree.

Q You woul d agree that M. Merola assigns
100 percent of the nmeter reading costs to the
delivery services function, right?

A |"m pretty sure.

| nmean, | read it a while back so |
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m ght -- 1'll accept that.

Q Woul d you agree that if the underlying
costs associated with providing customer-care
services varies substantially between bundl ed and
unbundl ed customers that the bundl ed and unbundl ed
rates should be different?

A Yes.

Q I n your rebuttal testimony, you suggest

that Mr. Merola's analysis could set a precedence for

other Illinois gas and electric utilities, right?
A Yes.
Q Did you present an analysis of other gas
and electric utilities cost-of-service studies to

denmonstrate whether they already allocate
commodity-related customer-care costs in the

commodity portion of the rates?

A No, | did thought.
Q Do you know whet her other Illinois gas and
electric utilities track which customer-care costs

are commodity related and which are delivery related?
A | am not aware of any gas electric utility
t hat does so.
Q Did you perform an investigation as to
whet her or not they do or don't?
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A No, | did not.

Q By the way, to the extent that

i mpl ementation of M. Merola's analysis resulted in

some future unintended consequence for bills of other

utilities, the Comm ssion would have jurisdiction to

initiate a proceeding or reopen this proceedi ng or
take other action to address that, right?
A Yes.
MR. TOWNSEND: No further questions.
Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: ConEd is top of the order
here.

Are you ready to go?

MR. ROONEY: Yes, | have just a few questions.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. ROONEY:
Good nmorning, M. Lazare.
Good nmor ni ng.
Q John Rooney on behalf of Commonweal th
Edi son Conmpany.
Now, M. Lazare, as | said, | have
just a few introductory questions.

You filed your rebuttal testimony in
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this case on October 2nd of this year, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that was in response to ConEd rebuttal
testinony that was filed on June 19th of this year,
subject to check, if you take that as the date that
it was filed?

A It was in response to intervenor's direct
testi nony, but...

Q Correct.

So -- actually, that's correct, but in
terms of ConEd's testimony, that was filed on
June 19th of this year?

A Yes.

Q OCkay. And at the time that you filed your
rebuttal testinony in this case -- | turn your
attention to Page 10 of your rebuttal testimny, 9
and 10. And there's a question and answer that
begi ns on Line 203 and an answer that ends on
Line 212.

Let nme know when you're there.

A ' m there.

Q And that's where you reconmmend a wor kshop
process to be held; is that correct?

A Yes.
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Q And if | wunderstand your answer, at the
time you filed your testimny, you identified the
scope of the workshops to be that set forth in the
one sentence that begins on Line 208 and reads:

"The workshop's to be led jointly
by the Comm ssion and Staff and open to
all interested parties to exam ne issues
such as the use of direct observations
in devel oping estimates of primary and
secondary costs and future data
gathering efforts to ensure a nore
accurate differentiation of primry
and secondary service costs.”

A Yes.

Q And nowhere within your testinmny, at that
point in time, do you identify issues other than
primary and secondary costs and issues related to
primary and secondary costs that would be subject to
a wor kshop, correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And in the data request responses,

M . Lazare, that have been identified as REACT Lazare
Cross-Exhibit No. 14, you're asked a series of
guestions regarding your interpretation of the scope,
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in part, the scope of the workshop process you
proposed, correct?

A Yes.

Q As | understand your responses to these
guestions, the scope that you identify respond to
i ssues that go beyond the primary and secondary costs
that are identified in your rebuttal testinony,
correct?

A They don't go beyond the scope presented in
my rebuttal testinmony, no.

The rebuttal testinony only presented
exampl es. It didn't say that it would be limted to
those itens. It just identified a couple of exanples
of issues to address in the workshops.

Q | guess, that's where |I'minterested in
your -- the one sentence in your rebuttal testinony,
because it states:

"Woul d exam ne issues such as

the use of direct observations in
devel oping primary and secondary
costs and future data gathering
efforts to ensure a nore accurate
differentiation of primary and
secondary services costs."”
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A Ri ght, those are two issues of concern to
me. And so those were two exanmples | presented in
the rebuttal testimony. But there's nothing in that
passage that seeks to |limt the scope of the
wor kshops to only those issues.

If it was only those issues, it would
have been crafted in a different manner.

Q And is it your testinony then that you're
not proposing any scope to the workshops, any
l[imtations on the scope of the workshops?

A No, | didn't say one way or another exactly
what the extent of issues would be in that testinmony.

| just indicated it would address
certain issues and at that point it was not
specifically defined.

Q But now -- I'mturning now to the
Cross- Exhibit 14.

As | read each of your answers, it
speaks to that the Conmm ssion should consi der other
i ssues raised.

So am | wrong in interpreting your
data request responses that you're not suggesting a
limtation to the workshop process?

A No, I'm saying within that rebuttal
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testimony, there's no specific | anguage that says
this -- these are the only issues that will be

addressed in the workshops.

Q Okay.

A Now, when it conmes to the responses to the
data requests, well, at that juncture, | had a nore
specific set of limtations in mnd for what should

be addressed in the workshop.

So it was sonmewhat of an evolution of
my thinking to what extent, what areas the workshop
should go into, and those were the limtations |
t hought appropri ate.

Q So in terms of timng of this evolution,
REACT served these DRs to you, to Staff, on Friday
afternoon, October 30th; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And you responded to those yesterday
mor ni ng, correct?

A Yes.

Q So that evolution then took place over the
weekend?

MR. FEELEY: Objection; it's a
m scharacterization of the witness' testinmony.

MR. ROONEY: Well, he nmentioned that his
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t hi nki ng evol ved after receiving the DRs.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | think he can answer the
guesti on.

THE W TNESS: Well, essentially what happened
is in nmy rebuttal testimony, | thought it would be

appropriate to hold workshops given some of the

i ssues that arose with the availability of data on
which to devel op these costs studies. And the

t hi nking just continued to evolve from that day |
filed testimony until | responded to those data
requests. And as | sat and thought about them nore
in more depth, | thought more specifically about what
the imtations should be on those workshops.

BY MR. ROONEY:

Q Just so | better understand your response
to these data requests, do | read these responses to
indicate that if the Comm ssion makes a determ nation
in the final order in this case, that we would not be
necessarily revisiting those issues in a workshop
process?

A Well, it's difficult to say just because |
can't anticipate exactly what the Comm ssion is going
to decide in its final order. But | think the point
of the workshops is to see if there is some comon
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ground on which to nmove forward in terms of getting a
more clear, better understanding of the cost of
service for Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany.

And | don't think ook upon it as a
di visive manner, but just the opportunity without the
pressure of the hearing process in which to explore
and see if we can come up with some sol utions that
the parties feel conmfortable with.

Q So to the extent that the Comm ssion makes
a determnation on issues in this case, would you
consider that to be revolved then?

A | assume that the Comm ssion will make a
deci si on about the workshop process, as well.

And if the Comm ssion indicates that
it's confortable with the current process and doesn't
feel workshop is necessary to pursue certain issues,
then we'll all be guided by the Comm ssion order.

Q And with regard to that, do you recall or
were you present at a Comm ssion meeting on
August 25th of this year to address issues relating
to the scope of this proceeding and data request
i ssues?

A August 25th of ?

Q 20009.
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A Yes, | did listen in to that.

Q And one of the issues concerned the need
for the Conmpany to engage in studies to provide
information that the Company doesn't currently have
avail abl e.

Do you recollect that discussion by
t he Comm ssion?

MR. TOWNSEND: ' m going to object to that. I
think that's a m scharacterization of the issues that
were before the Comm ssion at the tinme.

Again, there was a very clear
procedural route that led to a limted review by the
Comm ssi on. Certainly, the Comm ssion was informed
by the testimony it had presented in the case.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | don't think that was the
guesti on. | think the question was did he recoll ect
the Comm ssion's coments, something to that effect.

You can answer the question,

M. Lazare.

THE W TNESS: | think you referenced it to the
i ssues between ComEd and REACT regardi ng whet her or
not they had -- you had sufficiently responded to
data requests or could respond to data requests and
' m certainly aware of that.
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BY MR. ROONEY

Q And you're not suggesting by virtue of the

responses that you gave in these DRs that the

Comm ssi on should not consider what it has previously

directed in this case?
A | don't understand your question -- what
you' re asking.
Q "1l withdraw it.
MR. ROONEY: Thank you.
| have no further questions.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: CTA is the next one from |l eft

to right.
MR. BALOUGH: Your Honor, | have no questions
of this w tness. | may take sone additional time

with M. Alongi.
JUDGE HILLI ARD: All right. IIEC you're up.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY

MR. ROBERTSON

Q Good morning, M. Lazare.

A Good nmor ni ng.

Q Did you enjoy your trip to Italy?

A | enjoyed the trip to Italy. l*'m not so

sure about the trip back.
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Q Well, nmy name is Eric Robertson. I

represent the Illinois Industrial Energy Consumers.
And given your discussion of the

wor kshops i ssues here today, it is my understanding

that you are also generally in agreement with the

t hought that issues of concern to |II1C regarding

el ements of the primary/secondary anal ysis as

incorporated in the ConmEd embedded cost-of -service

study would also be legitimate issues to be discussed

in the workshops; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, am | also correct that in reconmmendi ng
t he workshops, you were giving sonme recognition of
the fact that there are legitimte concerns or may be
| egiti mate concerns about the Company's enbedded
cost-of-service study and its primary and secondary
analysis in this case?

A Yes.

Q And that your principal concern is that
there may not be in certain instances enough data
avail able in this case to inmplenment any changes to
the study and the primary/secondary split analysis
t hat m ght otherw se be justified?

A Well, | think that -- you know, the
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Conpany -- the Comm ssion did ask for an alternative
st udy. So there really was not an option here to not
performa study. And the Company has performed the
study. And as | said, | still find it to be the best
study in this proceeding; although, | have identified
a number of concerns.

Q As have other parties?

A Correct.

Q Now, M. Lazare, could you please refer to
Page 4 of your rebuttal testinmony.

A Okay.

Q Now, | think at Line 85, you nmentioned 300
customers; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, woul d you agree that the 300 custoners
who take service at primary voltage are allocated a
portion of the costs associated with Iine
transformers that serve only customers at a secondary
vol t age?

A Yes, to the extent that there's no credit
for transformers.

Q And, to your know edge, has ConEd done
anything in its primary/secondary analysis or its
enbedded study that would prevent |ine transformer
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costs, such as the ones we were just discussing, from
being allocated to customers taking primry
voltage -- I'msorry -- taking service at primary
vol tage?

A No, not to my know edge.

Q Now, if you would | ook at Page 7 of your
rebuttal testinony, Staff Exhibit 2.0.

A Okay.

Q And | direct your attention to Line 151
where you use the phrase "receive service."

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q El sewhere in your testinmony -- in fact, if
you | ook at Lines 143 and 145, you use the phrase
"take service."

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Do you use those phrases synonymously?

A Yes.

Q And when you use those phrases -- | know

t hat you use the phrases elsewhere in your testinmony.
Are you referencing -- do you nmean to describe a
situation of a customer who is -- well, what did you
mean by that phrase?
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What is your concept of "take service"
or "receive service" at 151 when you say "at a
primary |evel"?

A Well, primary |level would be 4 kV and above
so. ..

Q So it's the voltage |level at which the
customer takes service?

A Correct.

Q Now, woul d you agree or disagree that the
vol tage | evel at which a customer takes service is
the voltage of the electricity entering the retail
customer's prem ses?

A Yes.

Q Yes, you agree?

A Yes.

Q Now, is it correct that for the purposes of
this case, you have accepted ConEd's demarcation
point for the beginning of the secondary systen?

A Yes.

Q Now, do you have your responses to Il C data
requests here?

A Yes, | do.

Q Woul d you accept, subject to check, that in
your response to |1 C Data Request 1-3 (f), you
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i ndi cate your belief that a customer on a secondary
conductor, 1 inch away from the transformer taft,
shoul d pay the sanme for delivery service as a
customer two poles and maybe many feet of conductor
away from the transformer?

A That's not quite what | said.

| said that --

Q Hang on. Let me | ook at it.

Okay. M . Lazare, |ooking at your
answer, you added some qualifiers; did you not?

A Yes.

Q And if | get the gist of the qualifiers,
would | be correct in assum ng that basically you
believe the |ine between secondary and primary needs
to be drawn somewhere, and that depending on where
you draw that |line, you may have this kind of
situation?

A Yes. That if you draw the line, let's say,
at a foot, then you can have sonebody who is 1 foot
and a quarter-inch away fromthe transformer in one
bucket and one just slightly less in another bucket,
and that's just by virtue of drawing a |ine.

Q Now, in that circunmstance in order to draw
the line somewhere, to just arbitrarily pick a point,
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we woul d have to ignore, perhaps, cost of service; is
t hat correct?

A | don't know if | can agree with that.

Q Well, if the cost of serving the person on
either side of the line is the same, wouldn't we just
for the sake of drawing the |ine sonewhere be
i gnoring cost-of-service principles?

A Well, cost-of-service principles say that
you have to, when you're devel oping cost of service,
put customers into categories.

And costing says that you arbitrarily
draw lines; for exanple, you m ght have custonmers,
nonresidentials, with a certain |level of demand in
one bucket; and then if they have 1 kilowatt addition
and demands, that's in another bucket. So | think
it's very consistent with costing principles to
di vide customers up by group, subgroup or by class.

And in each case, you're always
drawing a line. And whenever you draw a |line, you
m ght find very conparable customers on either side
of the Iline.

Q Okay. So the cost of service m ght be the
same on either side of the line or should it be?

A It can be very close.
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Q But there should be some cost-of-service
di stinctions; should there not?

A Well, for exanple, in a cost-of-service
study, you m ght have nonresidential customers up to
one |l evel of demand in one custoner class, and then a
slightly higher demand in another class and there may
not be any meani ngful distinctions between the two.
But that's the way ratemaki ng has been done for as
long as |'ve been here, at |east.

Q So part of the -- one of the issues that
woul d need to be addressed is whether or not the
definition of the customer groups in each class was
reasonabl e?

A Are you tal king about for the cost study or
for the workshops? "' m not clear for what.

Q For a cost study.

A Yes.

Q Now, in response to 1-3, there was a chart
t hat was included in that data request; was there
not ?

A Yes.

Q And you were asked a series of questions
about that chart; were you not?

A Yes.
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Q ' m going to mark Staff response to IIC
Exhibit 1-3 as I1C Cross-Exhibit 1?

JUDGE HAYNES: 15.

MR. ROBERTSON: |'m sorry?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: The next exhibit number is 15.

Pl ease give three to the reporter.
(Wher eupon, 11 C Cross Exhibit
No. 15 was mar ked for
identification.)
BY MR. ROBERTSON:

Q Now, as a practical matter with regard to
the customers shown in the chart in IIC -- your
response to |1 C Data Request 1-3, the chart shows a
primary voltage conductor, a primary to secondary
line transformer, wires that extend fromthe
transformer to the secondary voltage to the
conductors and to a service drop in Customer D.

Do you see that?

Yes, | do.
Q Now, all the customers except Custonmer D
are -- I'"'msorry -- all the customers except

Customers D and H are taking service fromthe
secondary voltage conductor; is that correct?

A You said "except"?
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Q " m sorry. Al'l of them except D?

A Yes.

Q And as a practical matter, what
difference -- strike that.

Is it your understanding that ComEd's
poi nt of demarcation between the primry and
secondary systemis at a connection where the two
wires running fromthe transformer connect with the
secondary voltage conductor?

A That's nmy understandi ng.

Q Al right. Now, on either side of that
poi nt of connection, would you agree that both the
wires running fromthe transformer and the secondary
vol tage conductor are energized at a secondary
vol t age?

A Yes.

Q And it's the sanme secondary voltage?

A Yes.

Q Now, notwi thstandi ng ComEd's proposed
demarcation, could a reasonable demarcati on between
the primary and secondary systenms have been made at
poi nt where the primary lines attach to the top of
the transformer, enter the transformer?

A Where the primary system -- well,
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certainly, at a point within the transformer you are
transitioning fromprimary voltage to secondary
vol t age.

So, certainly, if you're |ooking just
at the primary voltage on the system my guess is
t hat somewhere within that transformer, the primary
vol tage ends and the secondary voltage begins.

Q Now, |let me ask you a question at |least in

this exanmpl e:

If there were no secondary-voltage

customers, would you even need the transformer?

A |f everyone kept service at the primary
| evel ?

Q Yes.

A No.

Q Okay. So the function of the transformer
is exclusively to provide service to secondary
custoners; is that correct?

A Well, | would just make a distinction when

you say "secondary customers.”

Q Well, in our exanple here.
A Well, | make a distinction between D, H, F
and G | don't consider them all the same kind of

secondary customers.
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My focus is on whether each of these
customers uses the secondary distribution system and
that's the key -- that's what the difference has been
bet ween the 11 C and the Conpany and where | disagreed
as well about --

Q M. Lazare, if | may, you have testified
that, if | understand your testimny, that a
demarcati on point m ght be nore appropriate sonewhere
in the mddle of the transformer?

A No, | just said that's where the voltage
goes down from primary to secondary. But the issue
here is allocation of the secondary distribution
system

Q Correct.

And you' ve accepted the Conmpany's
testimony on that issue. And ny question to you is:

Where else mght it be reasonable to
draw the demarcati on point?

And ny question specifically is:

If this transformer serves no other
pur pose than to reduce voltage fromprimary to
secondary so that customers on the other side of the
transformer can take service at secondary voltage,
what function does it serve on the primary system
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that it would be necessary to serve if there were no
customers on the other side of the transformer taking
vol tage that's secondary?

A Per haps, | wasn't clear.

But | see this as you have two issues
here; one is the allocation of the transformer, and
the second is the allocation of the poles and wires.

For the transformer, | would agree
with you that any custonmer receiving service at the
primary | evel should not have to pay for any of the
transformer costs that transformelectricity from
primary to secondary |evels.

And | think it would be inappropriate
in the Conmpany's rate design that these 300
customers, if they're accurate, not be allocated any
of these transformer costs.

Now, there is a second issue with the
pol es and wires on, | guess, on which we would
di sagr ee.

So | would say we have agreenment that
for transformers that those 300 customers, if that's
an accurate estimte, should not pay for these
transformer costs.

Q | probably ought to give up that we have
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agreement, M. Lazare.

Now, woul d you agree or disagree that
the position of Commonweal th Edi son with regard to
the allocation of these transformers to a certain
extent ignores or gives mniml weight to the
function that the transformers actually serve?

A To the extent that they don't -- that they
consider primary for allocation to all customers and
don't exclude customers receiving service at the
primary level, | think that would be inaccurate.

Q Just so we're correct, your statement was
that my description was an accurate as opposed to an
i naccurate representation; is that correct?

A Your point about the transformers, | think,
was accurate.

Q Thank you.

Now, | ast set of questions,

M . Lazare.

Do you have a copy of your response to
|1 C Data Request 1-57?

A Yes.

Q And is it correct that in that data request
you are asked a series of questions about your
testimony at -- your rebuttal testinony at Page 5,
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Li nes 108 to 1142

A Yes.

Q And there you're discussing whether or not

M. Stow (phonetic) indicated the relative sizes of

his three subsystens; is that

A Yes.

MR. ROBERTSON: Rat he

correct?

r than go through al

these, | would like to move for the adm ssion as ||
Cross-Exhibit 16, the Staff response to I1C Staff
Dat a Request 1-5.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Obj ection?

MR. FEELEY: No objection by Staff.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Hearing no objections, Il1EC

Cross- Exhibit No. 16, which is the DR response, DR

gquesti ons and answers wil
record.
MR. ROBERTSON: No fu

Thank you,

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Do you want

MR. ROBERTSON: 16. 1

and 1.5 is |II1C cross --

be adm tted

into the

rther questions.

M. Lazare.

t he other one, 1

.3 is I1C Cross-Exhibit 1

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | under st and.

Do you want

MR. ROBERTSON: Yes,

15 in the record or not?

pl ease.

do.

C

5?

5
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Are there objections to 157
MR. FEELEY: No obj ection.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: 15 |1 C Cross-Exhibit, Lazare
15 will be admtted in the record.
(Wher eupon, 11 C Cross Exhibit
No. 15 and 16 were adm tted
into evidence.)
MR. ROBERTSON: Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Metra?
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. GOWER:
Good nmorning, M. Lazare. How are you?
A Good. How are you?
Q ' m Ed Gower . As you know, | represent
Metr a.
M. Lazare, as | understand your

testi nony, you have some criticism of ComEd's

analysis differentiating primary and secondary costs,

correct?
A Yes.
Q And one of those criticism is that ComEd

has not actively reviewed studies of primry and

secondary costs prepared by other utilities, correct?
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A Yes.

Q And reviewi ng other utility studies, in
your view, m ght enable ComEd to | earn other
utility's experience and avoid some of their
m st akes, correct?

A Correct.

Q Anot her concern that you have is that ComEd
relied too much on engi neering judgment or
assunptions about primary and secondary costs and did
not do enough field inspections or direct
observations to test or validate those assunptions;
is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, to address your second concern, you
recommend that ComEd do nmore direct observation and
t hat wor kshops be conducted to identify ways in which
Comonweal th Edi son's analysis of primry and
secondary distribution costs could be inmproved,
correct?

A Yes.

Q The purpose for that refined analysis would
be to ensure that costs were nore accurately as
assigned to the rate class that have caused ConEd to
i ncur those costs in providing delivery services,
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correct?

A Yes.

Q Conversely, the other purpose of that
analysis, would be to try and ensure that ComEd's
costs that are not incurred to serve a particular
customer class are not assigned to that class for
rate design purposes; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q Now, you al so have concerns about ComEd's

proposed assignnments of transformers costs; is that

correct?

A Yes.

Q Specifically, you recommended in your
rebuttal testinony, at Page 7, Lines 150 to 153
quot e:

"The Conpany should be required
in its next rate case to identify the
non- hi gh-voltage customers on the system
receives service at the primary |evel.
At a mninmum, this information is
necessary to ensure that this customer
group is not allocated costs for
transformers it does not need.”

Do you recall that testimny?
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rebutt al

moment

quot e:

A

Q

A

Q

Yes.

You

to get

also testified at Page 17 of your

testinony at Lines 375 --

t here.

| ' m there.

Lines 375 to 381. And, agai n,

give you a

| ' m goi ng

"However, based on information

provi ded by ConEd, | find t

but 300 or so non-high-volt

custonmers shal

hat all

age

be consi dered

secondary from the standpoint of

transformers.

"Therefore, | would allocate

transformer costs to all of

300 customers

t he

receiving service at

primary vol tages; thus, the effective

differences in the two posi

t hat

tions

is

ConmEd woul d all ocate transformers

costs to those 300 custoners rec

power

at the primary | evel

woul d not.™"

Do you see that?

Yes.

whi | e

ei ving

to
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Q And then just down below that sanme page at
Lines 384 to 389, you also testified:

"That cost causation would argue
t hat these customers not be allocated
transformers costs. A downward
adjustment in their rates reflect
this | ower cost of service with
no transformer costs would be
appropri ate.

"The Conpany shoul d propose
rates in future cases for customers
taking service at primary vol tages
t hat do not include any share of
the transformer costs."”

Do you recall that testimny?

Yes.

Q Now, your concern with the transfornmer
issues is that rate classes should not be assigned
costs for rate design purposes where the costs are
not incurred in providing delivery services to that
rate class; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Have you read M. Bachman's testinmony in

this case?
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A Yes.

Q And have you read the testimony of all the
ot her witnesses in this case?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So you're aware that M. Bachman
testified that the railroad class uniformy only
t akes service at 12.5 kV and that the ConEd system at
vol tages below 12.5 kV has no service relevant to the
railroad class, correct?

A Yes.

Q And you're also aware that M. Bachman's
testimony is unrebutted and not controverted by any
other party in this proceeding; is that correct?

A That, |1'm not sure of. | didn't determ ne

whet her that's the case.

Q Well, I"mgoing to --

MR. FEELEY: | guess -- what is your question?

MR. GOWER: My question was: s he aware that
M. Bachman -- he is aware, is he not, having read

everybody else's testimny, that M. Bachman's
testinony on those two points is unrebutted and
uncontroverted.

MR. FEELEY: That's beyond the scope of that
wi tness' testinmony.
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Ei t her he knows or he doesn't.
He said he doesn't.

MR. FOSCO: Right.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Move on
BY MR. GOWER:

Q M. Lazare, you would agree, would you not,
that the railroad class is unique and it's the only
class that has two menbers and uniformy takes its
service at 12.5 kV, correct?

A Well, | know it only has two menbers. And
| know M. Bachman's testinmony. | don't remember if
CTA also is 12.5 and above.

Q ' m going to ask you to accept, subject to
check, that M. Bachman's testinmny was that both CTA
and Metra take service at 12.5 kV, and that no other
witness has testified to the contrary. All right?

A Okay.

Q Now, woul d you agree -- you woul d agree,
woul d you not, that under traditional ratemaking
principles -- excuse ne -- under traditiona
rat emaki ng cost causation principles that the
railroad class should not be assigned any costs for
t hat part of ComEd's system providing services at
vol tages less than 12.kV if those costs could be
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reasonably identified without exorbitant expense;
woul d you not ?

A Well, | mean, if you're talking about
traditional principles, in the past, there have not
been voltage differentiation in cost studies for
ComEd, so | mean, that's one tradition.

And there's also been issues about the
extent to which custonmers should be broken down into
rate cl asses.

But | think, based upon traditiona
principles, I'"'mnot sure if that was necessarily
argued for differentiation at the 12.5 kV |level.

Q Under traditional cost causation
principles, should the customer class be assigned
costs that were not incurred in providing service to
t hat class?

A Generally, to the extent practicable.

Q And | would assume then that you would al so
agree that ComEd should not assign to the railroad
class the costs of its distribution system carrying
vol tages less than 12.5 kV to the extent that it's
reasonably practicable for ConEd to identify those
costs; is that correct?

A That would be fair.
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Q And so you would recommend that the cost of
service to the railroad class warrants further
anal ysis, either as part of the workshop you
recommended or by ComEd in the next rate case; would
you not ?

A Well, | think it would be reasonable to
determ ne whether or not it would be feasible to do
that kind of differentiation.

Q And that's something that should be
expl ored either in the workshop or as part of ConEd's
next rate case; is that correct?

A Certainly, if a party to the workshop
wanted to explore it, | think it would it be
reasonabl e.

MR. GOWER: Thank you very nmuch.

| have no further questions.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: That's all the cross for this

wi tness, | believe.
Anybody el se?
Ils there redirect?

MR. FEELEY: Does CTA have anything?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: CTA waived their cross.

MR. FEELEY: Peter, can we take a quick break?

MR. FOSCO: Judge?
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MR. FEELEY: Judge, can we take a quick break?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Well, Peter said it's okay, so
it's okay.
(Laughter.)
(Wher eupon, there was
a change of reporters.)
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | guess everybody's here that
needs to be.
MR. FEELEY: We have no redirect of M. Lazare.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Okay. | guess there's no
recross.
Thank you, M. Lazare.
THE W TNESS: Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Di sconnect us.
JUDGE HAYNES: Just hit the power button, the
power strip there.
(Di scussion off the record.)
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: M. Merola, were you sworn in?
THE W TNESS: | have not been, no.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. M. Merola and --
is M. Alongi here?
Rai se your hand to be sworn, if you

haven't been already.
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(Wtnesses sworn.)

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al right. Thank you.

MR. TOWNSEND: Before we begin with M. Merol a,
we do have the testimny of M. Fults that we wll
file electronically, but we'd like to note for the
record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

MR. JOLLY: MWhile we're doing that, can | do
M . Bodmer as well? M. Bodmer had no cross.

JUDGE HAYNES: Well, let's finish with --

MR. TOWNSEND: So on behal f of REACT, we have
previously filed on eDocket on May 22nd, 2009 the
direct testinmony of Bradley O. Fults, consisting of
Exhibit 1.0, 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5 and 1.6.

Additionally, we timely filed the
rebuttal testinony of M. Fults and filed a corrected
version of his rebuttal testimny on October 9th,
2009, which is REACT Exhibit 3.0. Later today, we
will file a verification from M. Fults with that
testinmony which we'll |abel REACT Exhibit 5.0.

JUDGE HAYNES: Okay. You just handed nme a copy
t hat has REACT 5.0 up here. s it supposed to be the
rebuttal is 3.0 and the affidavit is 5.07

MR. TOWNSEND: The rebuttal should be -- oh.
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No. What we've attached here actually is the
testinmony from his prior case, which --

MR. SKEY: Those were exhibits to his direct
testinony. So we included hard copies of that as
wel | .

MR. TOWNSEND: We've given you the hard copies
which are his testinmony fromthe prior case, which
was REACT Exhibit 5.0 in the prior case.

JUDGE HAYNES: Ckay.

MR. TOWNSEND: All right? So that's the ful
package right there, okay?

JUDGE HAYNES: And have you filed his affidavit
yet in this docket?

MR. TOWNSEND: Not vyet.

JUDGE HAYNES: Okay. Are there attachments to
3.07

MR. TOWNSEND: No, there are not.

JUDGE HAYNES: Ckay.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: So what you handed us in two
parcels is the conplete package, because we got one
1.0 to something with attachments.

JUDGE HAYNES: No. We should just go ahead and
let file on eDocket. And if you want to provide us
with hard copies, that's fine.
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MR. TOWNSEND: Ckay. We'll do that in a manner
t hat has actually has the tabs. So that it's
referenced back to the exhibit numbers in this case.
JUDGE HAYNES: Ckay.
MR. TOWNSEND: We'Ill do that later on today.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. Any there
obj ections?
Heari ng no objections, REACT
Exhibit 1.0 with attachments 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5
and 1.6, REACT 3.0 and REACT 5.0 will be admtted in
the record.
JUDGE HAYNES: And just to be clear, it's REACT
corrected 3.0.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Corrected 3.0. That's
correct.
MR. TOWNSEND: That's correct.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right.
(Wher eupon, REACT
Exhi bit Nos. 1, 3 Corrected and 5
were admtted into evidence as
of this date.)
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: M. Jolly?
MR. JOLLY: First, can | enter nmy appearance.
Appearing on behalf of the City of
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Chi cago, Ronald D. Jolly, 30 North LaSalle,

Suite 1400, Chicago, Illinois 60602.
The City -- may | approach? For Judge
Hilliard and for you, Judge Haynes.

The City submtted the direct
testinony of Edward C. Bodmer, City Exhibit 1.0, on
May 22nd. We filed a revised version of that on
Oct ober 16th.

Today, we will be filing a second

revised version which is included in the packets that

| gave you. So it'll be City Exhibit 1.0, second,
revised, that | would like to move for the adm ssion
of . It's just an errata just correcting typos and a

couple m sspell ed words.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right.

MR. JOLLY: | mean, if you want --

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Don't you have rebutta
testimony, too?

MR. JOLLY: Yes. Okay. And then the City
filed M. Bodmer's rebuttal testinony on October 2nd
on eDocket and served on all the parties.

We are going to file an errata to that
and a revised version of M. Bodmer's rebuttal
testimony today on eDocket and serve it on the
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parties.

And we'd nove for the adm ssion of
City Exhibit 2.0 revised.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right.

The rebuttal testimony is Exhibit 2.07?
You didn't mention it.

MR. JOLLY: Yes, City Exhibit -- yes. City
Exhi bit --

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right.

MR. JOLLY: Yes, the rebuttal testinmony is City
Exhi bit 2.0. The version with that i1incorporates the
errata that will be filed today will be City
Exhibit 2.0 revised.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right.

JUDGE HAYNES: And are there any attachments to
either of those exhibits?

MR. JOLLY: No, there are no attachnments.

And the City will also file City
Exhibit 3.0, which will be M. Bodmer's affidavit
attesting to those two docunments.

M . Bodmer is out of the country
currently. He will be back in the country next week
and so we won't be able to file it until next week.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: M. Rooney, you have sonmet hing
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you want to say?

MR. ROONEY: | have no doubt that -- to
question M. Jolly, but we haven't seen the one
corrected, the second revised direct.

MR. JOLLY: Sure.

MR. ROONEY: And we'll just maybe ask if you
could reserve ruling on that until we have a chance
to look at it and we can notify the ALJs.

JUDGE HAYNES: You'll do that by the end of
this hearing today?

MR. ROONEY: Maybe over | unch.

MR. JOLLY: Yeah, definitely. | could bring --
| could send it out over lunch, too.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al right. It'd be good to
get it done by the end of the day.

MR. BERNSTEI N: Can you bring it here?

MR. JOLLY: | actually have a couple copies
here, too.

MR. BERNSTEIN: That's fine.

So we'll |et you know after | unch.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: So we'll hold off on that.
Rem nd us, M. Jolly, to take care of it so we can
close the record.

MR. JOLLY: Ckay. I will.
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD

MR.

Okay.

Anybody el se?

TOWNSEND: One ot her issue, your Honor,

before we call M. Merola.

We do have two out st

on-the-record data requests. This

andi ng

morning, | had a

di scussion with M. Rooney about both of those. He

directed

us to a data request response to the --

the data -- on-the-record data req

on

uest for the work

papers regarding the billing calls versus the supply

calls to the call center.

And he's following up further to see

if there were work papers associated with that

because as you m ght recall, there

reference to a work paper that was

M . Leahy, and the data request response just

have that.

And then there al so

was a specific

prepared by

was t he

doesn't

on-the-record data request for the updated swi tching

projections, which I think M. Roo

address after the lunch hour.

MR.

ROONEY:: Correct.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: So you don't

anyt hi ng

in regard to those right

ney's going to

need us to do

now?
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MR. TOWNSEND: Not at this point. But | just
wanted to -- both of those are still outstanding.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: I n process. All right.
Woul d you introduce us to M. Merol a.
MR. TOWNSEND: REACT calls Jeffrey Merol a.
JEFFREY MEROLA,
called as a witness herein, having been first duly
sworn, was exam ned and testified as follows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. TOWNSEND
Q And you' ve been previously sworn, correct?
A | have.
Q And do you have before you REACT
Exhibit 2.0 entitled The Direct Testinony of Jeffrey
Merola, with REACT Exhibits 2.1 through 2.7 attached?
A | do.
Q And do you intend for that to be your
direct testimony in this proceedi ng?
A Yes, | do.
Q And was it prepared by you or under your
direction and control ?
A Yes, it was.
MR. TOWNSEND: And, your Honors, that was filed
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on eDocket on May 22nd, 2009.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Do you al so have before you, M. Merola,
REACT Exhibit 4.0, corrected, entitled The Rebuttal
Testimony of Jeffrey Merol a?

A | do.

Q And attached to that are REACT Exhibits 4.1
corrected, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, correct?

A That's correct.

Q And do you intend for that to be your
rebuttal testinmony in this proceeding?

A Yes.

Q And was that prepared by you or under your
direction and control ?

A Yes, it was.

MR. TOWNSEND: Your Honors, that was filed on
eDocket on October 9th, 2009.

And with that, we move for the
adm ssion of REACT Exhibit 2.0 and 2.1 through 2.7 as
wel | as REACT Exhibit 4.0 with attachments 4.1
corrected, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Hearing no objections, REACT
2.0 with Attachments 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and
2.7 and REACT 4.0 with Attachments 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4
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and 4.5 will be

adm tted

in the record.

(Whereupon, REACT

Exhi bi t
adm tted
of

MR. TOWNSEND:

Cross-exam nati on.

JUDGE HI LLI

MR. ROONEY:

JUDGE HI LLI

ARD: M.

Nos.

And we tender

this date.)

Rooney?

M . Bernstein.

ARD: M.

Ber nst ei n.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY

MR. BERNSTEI N:

Q Good nor ni ng,

M. Merola.

2 and 4 were

into evidence as

the wi tness for

"m

Gene Bernstein representing ComEd this norning.

A Good nmor ni ng,

M .

Ber nst ei n.

Q "Il try to keep my voice up. But if you

can't hear nme, please speak up.

A Yeah,
me. So. ..
Q | have a tendency to get

know.

Pl ease turn to your

attached to your

there's some ventilation right above

r ebutt al

testinony.

quiet. So let ne

Exhi bit 4.3

It's a one-page
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chart of data.
A Okay. | have it.
Q Directing your attention to the figure in

the | ower right-hand corner of that page, that is in

Colum J, Line 5, see the figure 87 -- well, I'm
going to round this -- $87.97 mllion?

A Yes, | see it.

MR. TOWNSEND: It's 87.97 mlIlion. s that

what you sai d?

MR. BERNSTEI N: Yes.
BY MR. BERNSTEI N:

Q Yest erday, your counsel asked about the
total customer care costs that you, M. Merola, would
all ocate the supply function in, and you referred to
a figure 88-point -- I'"'msorry, $88 mllion.

The $88 mllion figure is the 87.97
figure that we just referred to in your exhibit,
isn't 1t?

A That is correct. Rounded up.

Q Ri ght .

Now, this exhibit, REACT Exhibit 4.3,
shows your proposal to allocate customer care costs
bet ween the delivery and supply functions --

A That is correct.
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Q -- correct?

Just to put it in some perspective,
Colum A on this page shows the functional categories
in which you've grouped the costs, correct?

A Correct.

Q And B shows the total costs, some $285
mllion, which you regard as the customer care costs
to be addressed in your testinmny, correct?

A Yes. Those conme out of the ComEd E-costs
directly out of the same functional categories that
ConmEd all ocates to the customer care costs.

Q Al'l right. Let's for the moment put aside
Colum C and D on this exhibit.

Colum E shows the costs that you say
remain to be allocated between the delivery and
supply functions, putting aside the costs that you
woul d directly assign to supply that are handled in

Colums C and D, correct?

A ' m sorry. | didn't understand the
gquesti on.
Q Let ne try to say it nore clearly.

Putting aside for the nmoment Colums C
and D which pertain to costs you would directly
assign to either supply or delivery, Colum E shows
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the costs that you say remain to be allocated between
the delivery and supply functions, correct?

A To be clear, Column E is the residual.

After you take the total costs, you
directly assign the appropriate cost to the delivery
function as ComEd has identified, and then you
al l ocate the cost of the supply function. So the
remai ni ng costs that cannot be directly assigned are
t hose costs that are in Colum E.

Q And, arithmetically, Colum E is sinply
Colum B m nus Colum C and D, right?

A Correct.

Q Now, Colum F shows the allocator that you
used to split those costs between delivery and
supply, correct?

A That is correct.

Q The Lines 1, 2, and 3 of Colum F each show
50 percent?

A Correct.

Q Is there an attachnment to your testinmony
t hat cal cul ates those 50 percent factors?

A It is not an attachment. It is part of ny
direct testinmony.

Q So there is no attachnment that cal cul ates
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the 50 percent?
MR. TOWNSEND: Asked and answered.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Sust ai ned.

BY MR. BERNSTEI N:

Q M. Merola, would you point me to the
attachment in your testinmony -- to your testinmony
t hat provides the cal culation?

MR. TOWNSEND: M scharacterizes the witness's
testinony.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: He said there is no
attachnment .

MR. BERNSTEI N: Thank you. He didn't say there
was none.

BY MR. BERNSTEI N:

Q Is there a work paper that shows your
derivation of the 50 percent figure?

A No, there is not a work paper.

Q Now, applying those 50 percent figures on
each of the Lines 1, and 2 and 3 to the costs in
Colum E leads to the resulting allocations in
Colums G and H, correct?

A Correct.

Q And adding in the amounts shown on Colum D
produces the anmounts shown in Colum J, right?
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A Addi ng Colums D to Colum H results in the
Col um J.

Q Ri ght .

And addi ng the amount in -- and that
amount in J then represents, as you said before, the
total amount you would allocate to the supply
function, correct?

A Correct.

Q And, again, that's the $87.97 mllion
figure shown in Line 5 of J?

A Correct.

Q Now, let's focus for a moment on Line 4,
met ering services.

So long as customers are billed for
supply service based on usage, a neter is needed to
serve that customer, right?

A Correct.

Q Simlarly, so long as customers are billed
for delivery service based on usage, a nmeter is
needed in order to send the custonmer a bill for
delivery service, right?

A "' m sorry. Coul d you say that one nore
time? | didn't --

Q So long as customers are billed for
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delivery service based on usage, a meter is needed in
order to send the customer a bill for delivery
service, right?

A | don't know that it's exclusively usage.
It could be use and/or demand conponents, depending
on the cal cul ation necessary for the bill.

Q Hm hmm

"' m not distinguishing between

kil owatt hours and kilowatts; but one way or the
other, we have to have a nmeter that records in one
form or another either kilowatts or kilowatt hours
the customer's usage in order to be able to bill the
customer for delivery services, right?

A Correct.

Q Yet, in Colum J on Line 4, you've
all ocated none of the costs of providing metering to
the supply function, correct?

A That is correct.

Q Isn't metering a service that pertains to
both the supply function and the delivery function?

A | believe metering is a unique service in
and of itself that is part of ConEd's role currently.
It certainly could be done by other parties, but it
is a unique activity that supports of the overal
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busi ness need.

MR. BERNSTEI N: Your Honors, | don't want to
strike that response, but | don't think he quite
answered the question.

| asked him whether it's true that
metering service pertains to both supply and delivery
functions. | don't think he quite gave a yes or no
answer to that question.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Why don't you ask him anot her
gquesti on.

BY MR. BERNSTEI N:

Q Is it true that metering service pertains
to both the supply function and the delivery
function?

A It is necessary to nmeter in order to be
able to bill a custoner. s it -- I"mnot sure | --
| *'m not sure |I'm understanding the difference in your
gquesti on.

Q "' m not sure what you're referring to by
"difference." |I'mnot trying to trick you here.

| thought we had agreed that a nmeter
was necessary to bill a customer for both delivery
and for his supply?

A Correct.
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Q And |I'm asking, therefore, isn't it |ogica
that a meter -- a metering service pertains to both
the supply function and the delivery function?

A Metering is necessary to support billing.
Met eri ng does not necessarily in and of itself
pertain to supply.

| think you're making an additional
connection there that |I'm not.

Q It's necessary to have a neter to bill a
customer for supply; you agree with that?

A Yes.

Q And yet, you're saying that metering
service may not pertain to the provision of supply?

A Correct.

Q Can you explain that?

A Metering is an activity that is designed to

accunul ate the usage and the determ nants necessary

to calculate a bill. It is -- it is a support
function for the purposes of supporting billing and
other related functions, but in and of itself, it is

-- it's its own service.

In other words, so it could be
provi ded by any provider. It's not necessarily
integral to the supply function for a necessary part
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of the supply function.

Q Would it be fair to say that a utility
avoids no metering costs by reason of a customer's
decision to shift to RES service for his supply?

A | believe that would be correct.

Q REACT Exhibit 2.1 is your curriculumvitae
or resune. ' m not sure which termis nore
appropri ate. W t hout going into the details of that,
| et me just ask:

Have you ever been responsible for
managenment of customer service or customer care
operations for a utility?

A Not for a utility. | have been from a
suppl i er perspective.

Q Now, let me turn to your Exhibit 4.4 and
4.5, | ' m going to ask questions about both. ' m
going to try to do it together to try too avoid
asking the same question tw ce. | f you keep your
finger on both, it would be hel pful.

A | have those.

Q These two documents show your cal cul ati on
of allocated customer care costs for residential with
regard to 4.4 and nonresidential with regard to 4.5
on a per-kilowatt-hour basis consistent with your
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al l ocations presented in your Exhibit 4.3, correct?
A Correct.
Q Let ne direct your attention to a figure
first on Exhibit 4.4.

In Colum E, Line 5, a figure -- |I'm
going to round again -- $71.36 mllion appears. Do
you see that figure?

A Yes, | do.

Q And correspondingly on Exhibit 4.5
Colum E, Line 5, a figure 16.61 appears. You see
that figure?

A 16.61 mllion. Yes.

Q Yes.

Summ ng those two figures, | get 87.97
mllion, which is the same figure on your

Exhi bit 4.3, Colum J, Line 5, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.
Q And that's not a coincidence. That -- the
figures that we've referred to on line -- on

Exhibit 4.4 and 4.5, as your source footnotes show,
are derived fromthe cal cul ations that we've already
gone over on 4.3, right?

A That is correct. The two sum up to the
87-point -- 87.97 mllion.
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Q

and | of both Exhibits 4.4 and 4.5 would change if,

back on Exhi bit

all ocators

Colum F on Exhi bit

> O » O >

di fferent

Q
A

Q

Hm hmm

Now, the figures shown in Colums H

4.3,

you'd had used different

in Colum F than the ones you show in

m sorry.

4.3 --

4.

So are you asking

nunber ,

3.

4.3; isn't that right?

Colum F of which exhibit?

where you show the allocators.

Yes.

Yes.

Al |

change the all ocator

" m sorry.

If you change the allocator

-- m sspoke --

Colum J on Exhibit

woul d get

mtrying to establish is

if you nmultiply by a

if you

woul d you get a different result?

in Colum E, you would change --

you would get a different result in

4. 3; and, correspondingly,

you

changes to Exhibits 4.4 and 4.5 as they

flow from one to the other, correct?

A

changed, but

t he answer

don't

if you change the math, you wl

mean,

if you change the input,

in Colum F

agree that the allocator should be

change

you

522



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

wi Il change the math; therefore, change the answer.

Q Sur e. | didn't mean to suggest you'd agree
ot herw se. ' mjust asking -- trying to establish
the relationship between the nunbers.

So just to be clear then, the figures
on 4.4 and 4.5 in Colums H and | of each of those
exhi bits, the per-kilowatt-hour figures are derived
from and depend on figures on Exhibit 4.3, right?

A Correct.
MR. BERNSTEI N: | have no further questions.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: That's it?
You got redirect?

MR. TOWNSEND: Sur e.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY

MR. TOWNSEND:
Q M. Merola, M. Bernstein asked you about

the 50 percent allocator.

Can you explain how it is that you

devel oped that 50 percent allocator?
A Certainly.

| first |l ooked to see if there was
any -- any information available from ComEd to derive
a suitable allocation of the conmon costs. So you
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ki nd of walk through the mechanics.

| first started with the total
customer care costs. Those costs that ConmEd
identified as being directly related to the delivery
function. Wth a couple of notable exceptions where
| didn't agree with their logic, | allocated those to
the delivery function.

Those that they allocated to the
supply function, which was a total of $112,000 and an
adjustment | did for the contact call center are
all ocated to the supply function.

That | eaves you with a residual amount
that clearly and, | think, undisputedly supports both
the delivery and the supply function.

So, first, we've asked ComEd numer ous
data requests in terms of whether or not there's any
data avail able to support that allocation. And their
-- the answer has sinply been there is not. They
don't track anything to be able to support to that.

So | | ooked at other potenti al
functional allocators, including a percentage of
revenue that would be a potential allocator for such
costs which would give you nore of a two-thirds share
to the -- to the supply function and nmore of a
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one-third share to the delivery function, if you
based it on revenue.
| | ooked at al so, based on ny personal

experience in both designing and constructing and

i mpl ementing billing systems, at the conplexity of
billing for supply versus billing for delivery. And,
clearly, billing for the supply function, given both

t he hourly conponents on Rate BSH as well as all the
adjustments that have to be facilitated via Rider PE,
it's a nore conplex function than the billing on the
delivery side.

So as a result, taking all that into
account, | said it's reasonable, given we have this
pool of shared costs that are clearly supporting both
the delivery and the supply function, to evenly split
t hose, given any better information and based on ny
own -- my own professional experience, to split those
bet ween the delivery and supply function and all ocate
t hose.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Does that explain your
testinony?

THE W TNESS: It is, yes.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q M . Bernstein also pointed you to your CV
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and asked about your experience there.

Can you explain what experience you
have that's relevant to the calculation that you nade
in the allocation that you've recommended?

MR. BERNSTEI N: | object. That goes beyond the
scope of ny direct. | asked him only one question
and that was whether he had ever had a position as in
charge of operations.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Overrul ed.

Go ahead.

THE W TNESS: "' m sorry. M. Townsend, you're
speaki ng specifically about the functional allocator;
is that what you said?

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Yeah. \What experience do you have that you
think is relevant to the other line of cross that
M . Bernstein had.

A Yeah, | have -- in terms of both the
customer care and the billing functions, | have both
been responsible for those areas from a supplier
perspective. | have designed the software necessary
to compute custonmer bills; inplemented it; tested it;
facilitated the training associated with it.

So I"'mvery famliar with the process
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that's required to be able to -- to both bill
customers and the custonmer service activities that
are invol ved.

Q M . Bernstein also asked you about the

al l ocation of metering services costs. Do you recal

t hat ?

A | do.

Q If you were to allocate costs to supply
related with metering, would that -- what i npact

woul d that have on the cal cul ation?

A That would certainly increase the
all ocation of the supply function.

Q The fact that you did not assign the

metering -- any metering costs to the supply

function, do you think that that is further evidence

of your position being reasonable?

MR. BERNSTEI N: | object. Asks the witness to

draw a | egal concl usi on.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Overrul ed.

THE W TNESS: Certainly, I think that it

denonstrates that | have reviewed all the components

t hat are associated with this and have used ny --
experience and nmy professional judgment as to the

appropriate way to allocate these costs to the

ny
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appropriate custonmers within ComEd.
MR. TOWNSEND: No further redirect.
Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: |'s there recross?
MR. BERNSTEI N: Briefly.
RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. BERNSTEI N:
Q | believe | heard you say that the costs
t hat you' ve allocated to the supply function -- |
think the phrase you used was clearly and
undi sput ably support the supply function.

Do you recall using that phrase?

A |*"'m not sure in reference to -- you mean
just --

Q Just now, a response to M. Townsend.

A Just now?

Q | believe it was first question.

A | don't recall the exact terms | used,
but. ..

Q Let me ask you this:

Does the provision of nmetering

service, quote, clearly and undi sputably support the

supply function in the same way you used the phrase
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earlier?

A No.

Q Okay. How not ?

A As - -

Q Why not ?

A As | explained earlier, the metering

services are a function in and of thenselves. They
can certainly be conpetitive functions. They don't
necessarily have to be attached to the supply
functi on.
They are necessary to be able to bill
a customer, certainly, but they are not integrally
tied to the supply function.
MR. BERNSTEI N: Not hi ng further.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Do you have any nore
gquestions?
MR. TOWNSEND: No, your Honor.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. We're through with
M . Merol a.
Thank you, sir.
THE W TNESS: Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Conveniently, it's noontinme.
Why don't we come back at
1: 00 o' cl ock.
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(Wher eupon, a luncheon
recess was taken to resume
at 1:00 p.m)

AFTERNOON SESSI ON: 1: 00 P. W

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | think we can probably get
started on the prelimnaries here whenever you're
ready.

MR. ROONEY: Judge, on the City of Chicago, we
have no objection to those exhibits, the ones that we
were -- asked to hold.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right.

JUDGE HAYNES: How about let's put that on the
record.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. This norning,

M. Jolly offered City 1.0, second revision, 2.0
revised and 3.0, and we've been advised that there
are no objections to those exhibits and they'll be
admtted in the record.

M. Merola, you're under oath?
Al ongi . ' m sorry. So whenever anybody's ready
here, just let's get the ball rolling.

LAWRENCE ALONGI ,

called as a witness herein, having been first duly
sworn, was exam ned and testified as follows:
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DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY
MR. ROONEY:
Q Good afternoon, M. Alongi. John Rooney on

behal f of Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany.

M. Alongi, can you state your nanme

and spell it for the court reporter.

A Lawrence S. Al ongi. L-a-w-r-e-n-c-e,
A-1-0-n-g-i.

Q M. Alongi, I"mgoing to direct your

attention to several exhibits.

The first is marked as ConEd
Exhibit 1.0 with attachments 1.1 through 1.8. That
was filed as your direct testinony on January 30th,
20009.

Rebuttal testimony that's been marked
as ComEd Exhibit 6.0 with Attachments 6.1 through
6.14 filed on June 19th, 2009. And, finally,
surrebuttal testimny marked as ComEd Exhi bit 10. C,
corrected, with Attachments 10.1 and 10.3. And the
rebuttal testinony was filed on October 23rd and the
errata reflecting the corrections was served on
Oct ober 26, 2009 and filed on eDocket.

Do you have those docunents in front
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of you?

A

| do.

And | just want to clarify one

t hi ng. Did you say 10.1 through 10. 3?

Q Correct.

A Yes. Ckay. | have them

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: And is the exhibit -- is it
10. 1C?

MR. ROONEY: lt's 10. C.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: 10. C.

JUDGE HAYNES: So it's just the testinmony's

corrected,

not

his exhibits?

MR. ROONEY: That's correct.

JUDGE HAYNES: Okay.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. Heari ng no

obj ections --

you' ve got nore?

MR. ROONEY: | just want to make sure that he

-- they were prepared under his direction.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Fi ne. Fi ne. Good i dea.

THE W TNESS: They were prepared under ny

direction,

yes.

BY MR. ROONEY:

Q

And i

f we asked you those questions

cont ai ned therein, you answers would be the same?

A

Yes,

t hey woul d.
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MR. ROONEY: Wth that, your Honors, we nobve
for the adm ssion of the previously identified
documents of M. Alongi and offer M. Alongi for
Cross-exam nati on.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Okay. Heari ng no objections,
ComeEd Exhibits 1.0, 1.1 through 1.8, 6.0 with
Attachments 6.1 through 6.14, and Exhibit 10.C with
Attachments 10.1 through 10.3 will be admtted in the
record.

MR. ROONEY: Thank you, your Honor.

(Wher eupon, ConEd

Exhibit Nos. 1, 6 and 10 were
admtted into evidence as

of this date.)

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Who's first up here?

MR. JENKINS: Thank you, your Honor.

Al an Jenkins for the Commercial Group.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. JENKI NS:

Q Good afternoon, M. Al ongi

A Good afternoon.

Q Can you summarize the various requests that
have been made in this proceeding for ComEd to
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perform customer-specific cost studies or create new
cost classifications for customer types?

A Yes. There's been a number of different
requests and |I'Il start with requests from REACT
wi t ness Fults. He's requested that ConEd perform
customer-specific analyses for the 53 custoners in
the extra large | oad delivery class as well as the 26
customers in the high voltage delivery class. And in
a data request, he also requested that we perform
customer-specific analyses of the nine REACT members.

In addition, City wi tness Bodmer has
requested actual costs analyses of the City of
Chicago's streetlights, and the Wtness Bachman for
the railroads has requested that for the next rate
case, the Conmpany consider excluding 4 kV costs from
the railroad class, which could actually evolve into
a custoner-specific study, depending on how it were
to be performed.

And, finally, Il EC witness Stevens has
requested that ConEd prepare voltage-based rates,
and, actually, Il EC witness Stowe has asked that
ConEd prepare a primary-secondary anal ysis which
woul d require we segment our primary system or our
di stribution systeminto three subsections. One
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being a primary distribution system one being a
general distribution system and one being a
secondary distribution system
So | didn't count them but | think

t here's about six or so.

Q Okay. Have any of those parties that
requested those cost studies offered to pay for then?

A Not to nmy know edge, no.

Q Are there any other types of customers that
m ght have characteristics for which those custoners
m ght request ComEd to create new cost
classifications to fit those characteristics?

A Well, | could imgine that there could be
any nunber of requests fromentities that consider
t hemsel ves unique in sonme form

| suppose | could see hospitals,

school s, universities, grocery store chains al
requesti ng special consideration in terms of actual
cost studies.

Q Now, if you could turn to your rebuttal
testi mony, Page 12.

A ' m there.

Q And | ooki ng at Figure 3.

A Yes.
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Q Let's assunme what you have marked there as

Customer E takes secondary service 10 feet downstream

fromthe transformer shown in Figure 3.

A Ckay.

Q And let's assume that Customer F takes
service five mles downstream from the same
transformer.

A Okay.

Q Coul dn't Custonmer E claimthat it should
not have to pay for all the poles and wires
downstream of the service drop for Customer E?

A Customer E could make that claim But if
Customer E and Customer F are in the same delivery
class, they'd pay the sanme charge based upon the
wei ght ed average of custoners in the class, if that
answers your question.

Q Now, assume that a consultant gathers

together into a customer group every customer |ike

Customer E that was within, let's say, a hundred feet

of the transformer and intervenes in a ConmEd rate
case.

Couldn't they request -- that group
request ConmEd to perform a customer-specific cost

study?
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MR. TOWNSEND: ' m going to object. It's
specul ation and we're now many iterations of
specul ati on what could happen.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | think he's got a point he's
trying to make here.

Overrul ed.

THE W TNESS: | would imagine such a group
could make such a request, yes.
BY MR. JENKI NS:

Q And could you foresee in an open-ended
wor kshop, rate design workshop that that custoner
group would make a simlar request?

A | could imagine that that would happen,
yes.

Q Now, if ComEd had enough tinme or noney,
would it be possible for ConmEd to identify specific
facilities that it uses to serve one or nore of the
compani es that compose the commercial group?

A That's a hard one to answer because it
woul d take virtually unlimted resources, because as

| understand it, the commercial group consists of or

represents over 10,000 businesses in Illinois.
Q Let -- and focusing on one conpany --
A | think it would be impractical, to answer
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your question.
Q But if there was an unlimted amount of
money avail able and tinme, would it be possible -- not

whet her it would be practical.

Woul d it be possible to -- let's pick
out just one member of the group -- Safeway's
facilities -- for ComEd to do a study and see --

identify the facilities that directly or indirectly
serve Safeway?

MR. GOWER: Obj ection. It's a hypothetical
t hat has no reasonable basis at all. There is no
conmpany that has unlimted resources.

So it just calls for specul ation.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: You can answer the question.

THE W TNESS: W <th unlimted resources, the
facilities serving such a customer or such a custonmer
group could be identified.

However, determ ning the cost of those
facilities, there would have to be some judgnments
made because our books of account don't identify
costs for specific facilities except in very limted
circumst ances.

BY MR. JENKI NS:
Q Okay. Now, with respect to the workshop,
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M . Lazare discussed potential rate design workshops
with the parties. Do you remenber that this morning?
A Yes.
Q Woul d you agree that parties that have no
budget to cover such workshops to send a | awyer or a
consultant to the workshops m ght be a di sadvant age

if they could not attend those workshops?

A Yes.
Q Now, you were asked -- or there have been
guestions about rate shock in this proceeding. I n

fact, do | understand correctly your testinony that
but for the rate subsidies contained in the 2007 rate
case, the rates from those cases -- that case,
ConEd' s primary-secondary analysis in this rate
desi gn docket would actually reduce rates for extra
| arge | oad, railroad and high voltage cl asses?
A | need to check.

' m | ooking at nmy exhibit, ComEd
Exhibit 6.1 on Page 2. And what |I'm | ooking at are
the colums identified as rates approved
September 2nd -- Septenber 10th, 2008, Docket
07-0566, and the colum inmmediately to the right
identified as Illustrative Rates Reflecting All
Changes.
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Well, actually, | think for the

primary-secondary, | should | ook one more colum
over. Illustrative Rates Reflecting Only
Pri mary- Secondary. And for the extra large load, |I'm

| ooking at the row that's identified as Overal
Standard Delivery Charge. And the overall -- because
that's an easy conparison to make.

The overall standard delivery charge
for the extra large | oad under current rates is
0.0069 dollars per kilowatt hour. And two columms to
the right, the overall dollars per kilowatt hour
under the illustrative rates reflecting only the
primary secondary is 0.0066 dollars per Kkilowatt
hour . So that for the extra |large | oad does reflect
a reduction in their overall cost.

And doing the same thing for the high
vol tage, although the -- as | |ook at the two col ums
and the row identified as Overall Standard Delivery
Charge in the high voltage, the overall cents per
kil owatt hour doesn't change. It's 0.0026 dollars
per Kkilowatt hour.

The distribution facilities charge one
row above it is slightly reduced from $2.87 a
kilowatt to $2.84 a kilowatt. So |I think the overal
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dol I ars per kilowatt hour just got lost in the

roundi ng.
And - -
Q If I could interrupt you.
A Yes.
Q My question was specifically not
necessarily the rates that canme out, but -- but for

t he subsidy contained in the rates.

So, in other words, conparing the cost
study fromthat rate with the cost study that ComEd
has presented in this case.

A Oh. At 100 percent EPEC?

Q Yes.

A Yes, the -- well, I'"msorry. | guess |
have to ask you to restate your question --

Q Yeah.

A -- because --

Q The question is, at the hundred percent
cost, isn't it true that the primary-secondary
proposal that ComEd has put fourth in this case would
actually reduce results and a reduced cost burden for
the extra large |oad, railroad and high voltage
cl asses?

A Okay.
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Q | was | ooking at your ComEd -- m ght be on
ComEd Exhibit 10.1.

A Oh, I'"msorry.

Whi ch was attached to your surrebuttal.

A Oh, thank you.

Doing the same type of conparison on
Page 2 of ConEd Exhibit 10.1, which does show a
colum for the rates currently in effect which are
identified as rates approved Septenber 10th, 2008,
Docket 07-0566, mtigated.

Q And is the colum -- the third col um,

Il lustrative Rates Reflecting ComEd E Cost 070-0566,
100 percent inpact, is that the full cost rate based
on the cost study in that case?

A Yes.

Q And if you conpare that colum to the
second colum, Illustrative Rates Reflecting ComEd
Anal ysis, Exhibit 6.2-P, that's the cost rates in
this present case; is that right?

A Yes, that's correct. Conparing 100 percent
EPEC from the |last rate case to 100 percent EPEC
illustrative rates that reflect the primary-secondary
anal ysi s.

And, actually, | think 6.2-B (sic)
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reflects also uncollectibles spread evenly across the
residential classes as well as the corrected service
all ocation, but there is a decrease for extra |arge

| oad. There is a slight decrease in the distribution
facilities charge for the high voltage customers and

there's a decrease for the railroads.

Q Now, is it also true that the various cost
study schedul es that you provide in this proceeding,
they all show that the medium | oad, |arge |oad and
very large |l oad customer classes are paying nmore in
current rates than the cost to serve those customers
cl asses?

A Yes.

MR. JENKI NS: Thank you.

No further questions.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Who' s next ?

City of Chicago?
MR. JOLLY: Sur e.

May | proceed?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yeah.

Go ahead.

MR. JOLLY: Thank you.
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CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY
MR. JOLLY:
Q Good afternoon, M. Alongi. My name is Ron
Jol ly. | " m representing the City of Chicago in this
mat t er .
A Good afternoon, M. Jolly.
Q How are you?
A Good.
Q l'd like to start at Page 18, Lines 404

t hrough 06 of your surrebuttal testimny, ComEd
Exhi bit 10.0.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Pl ease try to keep your voice
up. You have a tendency to speak soft and he's cl ose
by. So. ..

THE W TNESS: "1l do nmy best, your Honor.

Li nes 4047
BY MR. JOLLY:

Q Thr ough 06.

A Yes.

Q Okay. And as | understand your testinmony
there, you criticize M. Bodmer's proposals regarding
the City's street lighting account as an attenmpt to
have a custoner-specific analysis done; is that
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correct?

A M . Bodmer included in his testinony a --
what | woul d characterize as a
gquasi - customer -specific study for the City of Chicago
arterial and residential street |ighting.

Q Okay. And in your testinony there, you --
you in -- particularly, at Lines 404 through 405, you
say that Comm ssion has rejected such a
customer -specific approach; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Woul d you tell nme how ComEd defi nes
customer classes?

A | can tell you what the customer cl asses
are at the moment. We haven't changed them for quite
some tinme.

We have four residential classes, two
single famly, one space heat, one nonelectric space
heat. Two nultifamly residential classes. The sane
thing: One electric space heat and one nonel ectric
space heat.

We have a watt-hour customer class for
nonresidential customers; a small |oad custonmer
class, which is zero to 100 kil owatts. It's based
upon demand of the customer; a medium | oad customer
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class, which is 100 to 400 kilowatts; a |arge | oad
customer class, which is 400 to a thousand kil owatts;
a very large |load class which is a thousand to 10, 000
kilowatts; an extra large load class, which is over
10, 000 kilowatts. And all of these are

nonhi gh-vol tage customers.

We have a high voltage class which is
customers served by lines that enter their prem ses
at 69, 000 volts or higher. W have a dusk to dawn
street lighting class, a general lighting class, and
a fixture-included lighting class. | think that's 15
cl asses.

Q In establishing rates for those various
cl asses, do you -- do you believe that the rates
should reflect -- should bear sone relationship to
the costs that ComEd incurs in serving the menbers of
the particular classes?

A Yes. The rates that we charge to custonmers
should reflect the cost of serving those customers in
t he cl ass.

Q Okay. And, of course, because not every
customer's the same and their services may be
slightly different, the rates may not reflect the
specific costs that each customer inposes on the
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ConEd system is that correct?

A That's correct. It's a kind of a class
average | guess | would say.

Q Okay. Do you think that the cost to serve
the menbers of a particular class should reflect the
cost characteristics of the majority of the menmbers
of a class?

A | think by the nature of class ratemaking,
the class rate will reflect the majority of the
customers or maybe the | oad of the cl ass.

Q Okay. Now, are you -- are you -- you're
famliar with or have read M. Bodmer's direct and
rebuttal testinony in this case?

A ' m sorry for smling; but, yes.

Q Let ne ask you |ater what that was about.

And in his direct testinony, at Page
31, Lines 728 through 29, M. Bodmer stated that City
streetlights use 57 percent of the total energy used
in the dusk to dawn rate cl ass.

Are you famliar with that statenent?

A Yes.

Q And do you have any reason to dispute that
statement ?

A No. -- 1 think if we checked, he would
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probably turn out to be right. | think that's
probably about right.

Q Okay. And going back again to your

statement at Lines 403 through 405, you say that the

Comm ssion has previously rejected the idea of
customer-specific cost studies; is that right?
A Yes.
Q Are you famliar with the Comm ssion's

initiating order in this case?

A Yes.

Q Would you -- in particular -- in fact,
maybe |I'I1l just provide you a copy here.

A | have it.

Q Oh, do you? Okay. That's great.
MR. JOLLY: Wuld you like a copy, your Honor
| have extra copies.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Of which?

?

MR. JOLLY: The Comm ssion's initiating order.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: That ' s okay.
BY MR. JOLLY:

Q Okay. If you turn to Page 2, bottom
par agraph of Page 2 of the -- of the Conm ssion's
initiating order?

A Yes.
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Q
A

Q

Comm ssion ordered ConEd to submt

study in this proceeding that

Are you there?

Yes.

And is it your understanding there that the

t ook

a revised cost

i nto account

several factors that the Comm ssion analyzed in
ConEd' s previous rate case, Docket 07-05667?
A Ri ght. The Comm ssion articulated five

items to be further reviewed in this docket.

Q

Okay. And one of the itenms, the fifth

item states that the cost study shall take into

account

street

owner shi p and mai ntenance responsibilities of

lighting in the City of Chicago and ot her

muni ci palities and all ocate costs accordingly.

A

Q

Comm ssion's order

Do you see that statement?

Yes, | do.

Do you believe that to inmplement the

customer-specific cost study?

A

Q
A

Q

| ook at

No.
No, you do not?
No.

You do not believe that

it

there required ConmEd to conduct a

was necessary to

the City's street lighting costs separately?
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A No, | don't.

Q Okay. Wuld you turn to Pages 25 through

26 of your -- of your surrebuttal testinony.

A Okay.

Q And on the question and answer -- well, the
guestion begins on Page 24, and the answer -- excuse

me, which is on Page 25, you take issue with

M . Bodmer's assertion that rates for street |ighting
customers -- dusk to dawn street |ighting custoners
have increased 99 percent; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And you -- on Page 26, you present a table
where you say that the annualized percent change for
dusk to dawn street lighting rates is 17.9 percent
rates; is that right?

A Correct.

Q Now, in your table there on Page 26, you
i nclude energy costs in your table; is that right?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. Now, the table you're responding to
from M. Bodmer's testinony was at his direct at
Page 20, Lines 460 through 474.

Are you famliar with that?

A |'d have to take a |look at it.
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Q Okay. Wuld you like a copy of his
testi nony?

A | think I have a copy, but if you have one
handy.

Q Sur e. 20.

Are you there?
' m on Page 20.

Q Okay. And, again, it's Lines 460 through
474 .

Now, the analysis that M. Bodmer put
in his direct testinmny considered only distribution
rates; is that right?

A There's a reference to ComEd response to
COC 1.04, Attachment 3 that m ght be hel pful because
"' m not quite sure what the dollars per kilowatt hour

stated in the answer represent.

(Change of reporters.)
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(Change of reporter.)

Q Well, if you look at the beginning at Line
462, M. Bodmer states, When Com Ed first unbundl ed
di stribution rates in 1999, it cal cul ated street
lighting costs for the dusk to dawn class. The rates
that are shown in the marginal cost study here?

THE COURT: On Page 22.

MR. JOLLY: No, on Page 20 of M. Bodnmer's
direct.
BY MR. JOLLY:

Q Do those appear to you to be the
di stribution only rates or distribution plus energy?

A | guess from what | see here, | can't tel
if it's limted to distribution only or not.

MR. JOLLY: Can | have a monment?

THE COURT: Sur e.

MR. JOLLY: Thanks to M. Robertson, he has
di scovered, on his conputer, is it okay if | show?

THE COURT: Yes, please proceed.

MR. JOLLY: And I'lIl show counsel.
BY MR. JOLLY:

Q If you look at this, will it help you to
determ ne?

MR. JOLLY: Let the record reflect that I'm
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showing M. Alongi an electronic copy of Com Ed's
response to City of Chicago Data Request 1.04,
Attachment 3.

THE W TNESS: Yes, okay. And this is 1998
mar gi nal costs, which is here. Do you have sonmet hi ng
i mbedded?

MR. JOLLY: | think that's some from the e-costs
in this case, is ny recollection.

MR. GORDAN: M. Alongi, do you want a hard

copy, you could probably have a hard-copy of the

response.
THE W TNESS: No, |I'm satisfied that the
mar gi nal cost table reflects only distribution. ' m

just asking now if the i mbedded cost table reflects
only distribution. And M. Jolly indicated that
t hese are the i mbedded costs taken from Com Ed's
i mbedded cost study in this case.
BY MR. JOLLY:

Q | have a hard-copy of that if you would
like to ook at that.

A ' m not very famliar with the e-costs, but
if I could confirm at |east one number.

Q Al'l right. Showi ng the witness Com Ed
Exhibit 7.1, which was attached to M. Heintz
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rebuttal testinony, it's the revised cost study

subm tted by Com Ed?

A M. Jolly, do you know where | would | ook?

Q No, that, | can't tell you. " m sorry.

A | guess I'mafraid |I'mnot going to be able
to identify it. But if I were to accept that these

are i mbedded cost numbers from this case, then |
t hi nk we should nove on.

Q Well, if you accepted that, subject to
check, and based on your review of the electronic
data request response that you were shown, would you
agree, and again, accepting those -- accepting that
you have the time to review this to insure that the
i mbedded cost study reflects -- is the imbedded cost
study in this case, that M. Bodmer's anal ysis was
purely of the distribution costs and did not include
t he energy costs?

A Yes, okay.

THE COURT: Pl ease speak up, gentl enen.

BY MR. JOLLY:

Q And would you be able to agree to that,
subj ect to checking?

A Agree that these include only distribution
costs, yes. | can agree that they include only
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di stri bution costs.
Q Subj ect to?
A Subj ect to check, okay.
MR. JOLLY: All right, fair enough. That's al
| have, thank you.
THE COURT: CTA.
CROSS EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. BALOUGH.
Q Good afternoon, M. Alongi.
A Good afternoon, M . Bal ough.
Q | guess | don't have to introduce nyself
we've met many a time anyway. Ri chard Bal ough for
t he CTA. | would like to go through, first of all,
some of the tables that you have in your testinmony,
see if | can understand them |f you could | ook at
your Table 2, which | believe is at Page 10 of Com Ed
Exhibit 1.0.
A Ckay.
Q Now, as | wunderstand what would be -- well,
Colum 1 is the various classes; is that correct?
A Al'l the nonresidential classes, yes.
Q And Column 2, as | understand, is the rates
approved in Docket 07-0566; is that correct?
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A That's correct. Those are the rates that
are currently in effect.

Q And then if you go to Colum 3, that would
be the rates that reflect all the changes that you

recommended in your initial testinony, would that be

correct?
A Those are the illustrative rates that
reflect the changes for -- that were made to the

i mbedded cost of service study, reflecting changes
for primary, secondary and uncoll ectibles for the
resi dential classes.

Q Now, as to -- and then colum -- would be
Colum 4 just shows those changes only for the
primary and secondary changes and the resulting
rates; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And the |ast colum, just so we cover the
entire table, is the changes that, if you only made
changes to the uncollectible charges?

A Correct.

Q And then if we could turn to your rebuttal
testinony and your Exhibit 6.1, Page 2 of 4.

A Okay.

Q Am | correct that this is simlar to the
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table we just |ooked at, but it has fewer changes
t hat you made as a result of your rebuttal testinony?
A That is correct.
Q And in the first colum, the |last customer
class is the railroad class; is that correct?
A That is correct.
Q Do you know what, under rates approved in
Sept ember 10th, 2008, what the total revenue that

woul d be collected by those railroad rates?

A | would have to ook at the small print for
t his. | apol ogize, | have to go back to another
exhi bit. ' m | ooking at Com Ed Exhibit 1.1A, Page 2,

in a colum that's identified as total revenue near
the very bottom of the page. And for the railroad
class it shows 4,927,800 -- let me start again.

$4,972,802 and this is the revenue, based upon the

rate design approved in the last -- Com Ed's | ast

rate case, 07-0566.

Q And then | would |like you to | ook at one
more table, it was attached to your surrebuttal
testinony as Com Ed Exhibit 10.1, Page 2 of 4.

A Okay.

Q And, again, the second colum is the rates
as they exist today; is that correct?

557



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

A That's correct.
Q Now, | notice in Colum 3, however, that
you change the format for the table; is that correct?

It's now 100 percent of the EPEC?

A That's how that colum is | abeled, yes.
Q But in the previous two tables that we
| ooked at, the illustrative rates reflecting al

changes, for exanple, were not based on 100 percent
of the EPEC; is that correct?

A No, they were based on the mtigated rate
design that was approved by the Conmm ssion in Com
Ed's last rate case, which moved the distribution
facility's charge for the extra |l arge | oad, high
vol tage and railroad classes only 25 percent towards
cost .

Q Can you tell me why you decided to change
the format on these tables, where you went fromthe
25, roughly the 25 percent mtigation, to the | ast
tabl e now you're using the full EPEC?

A There's probably an explanation in the
testinony itself, but what this table does is allow
people to see what the charges would be if costs --
if charges were set at cost.

Q So, for exanmple, if we used Colum 3 on
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Exhibit 10.1 for the the railroad class, we would
have to go, as | understand it, to Com Ed
Exhibit 6.2B to see what the total revenue would be
recovered?

A Yes.

Q And could you go to 6.2B for me, please.
And on Page 2 of 3, | believe it shows the railroad
class; is that correct?

A Not quite there yet. The reason I'm
del ayed i s because the hole punch goes right through
t he exhibit numbers, but | think I've got it.

Q And | believe the last class on that page

is railroad delivery class; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Now, in the -- the second colum is
entitled 2006 Test Year Billing Units; is that
correct?

A Yes.

Q And for the customer charge it shows 24
billing units for the railroad delivery class?

A Yes.

Q And that would be, since there are only two
custonmers in the railroad class times 12 nonths, is
t hat how you got 247
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A Yes.

Q And | i kew se for the standard netering
service charge, it shows 24?

A Yes.

Q And if we go, then, to the right-hand side
of the page where it says illustrative EPEC rates.
Under units charges, | believe we come to the -- with
t he customer charge of $4,323.66 and then for the
met ering charge, $60.39 and the distribution charge
$4.81, are you with nme?

A Yes.

Q And that matches the second colum on
Exhibit 10.1; is that correct?

A Okay, yes, they match.

Q And then if we would go to, again, on 6.2B
Page 2 of 3, under total revenue for the railroad
class, you would then be collecting $7,491,9727

A Correct.

Q By the way, M. Alongi, is Com Ed
proposing, in this case, to change any rates as a
result of this docket?

A No. What we were asked to do by the
initiating order was provide the Comm ssion with a
revised e-cost that reflects the five items, what we
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eval uated, the five items that were identified in the
initiating order.

And in the initiating order the
Comm ssion said, the Comm ssion will utilize these
updated studies to provide, in this record, to
perform a conparative analysis with the rate
structure allowed in our order in Docket 07-0566.

And so what we did to help facilitate that conparison
was provide the illustrative rates.

So the answer is, Com Ed is not
proposi ng any changed rates, we haven't filed any
tariff sheets with any changed rates, we've just
provi ded the revised i nbedded cost of service study
and illustrative rates to let the Comm ssion see what
the inpacts m ght be.

Q And to see these inpacts, would | be
correct if, for exanple, ComEd filed a rate case and
the end result, | know you'll find this hard to
bel i eve, but the end result would be no revenue
adjustment, but they put into effect the illustrative
rates reflecting all changes as shown on Com Ed
Exhibit 6.1, the railroad class would then be paying
the $7, 491, 9727

A Assum ng the billing units didn't change.
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Q Yes, okay. |f you could turn to your copy
of Exhibit 6.0 at Page 12. And on that page you have
three different figures show ng various custoners; is

t hat correct?

A ' m not there yet.

Q " m sorry.

A Ckay.

Q Am | correct that the CTA -- an exanpl e of

how CTA receives service for traction power is not
illustrated with any of these figures?

A That woul d be correct.

Q And the reason for that is that the CTA
traction power takes service at 12.5 kV; is that
correct?

A The lines entering the CTA property enter
at 12.5 kV, it's a part of Com Ed's distribution
system which consists of facilities that operate at
12 kV, 34 kV and 4 kV.

Q | understand that. My question to you is
the CTA, at the traction power substation -- let nme
backup, just so the record clear, when | speak of
traction power substations, do you understand that to
be the power that operates the CTA's rapid transit
cars, sometinmes also referred to as the El ?
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A The electric powered transit system yes.

Q Because | know later on in your testinony
you chide M. Bachman for tal king about the CTA in
general terns. But the only thing we're focusing on
in this case is traction power. Are you with nme on
t hat ?

A Yes, | am

Q And for traction power, the CTA receives
service at 12.5 kV?

A As | said, the lines entering CTA's
property enter at 12.5 kV. Those |ines are part of a
| arger system that consists of facilities that
operate at 12 kV, 4 kV, 34 kV, some of which are
shared facilities.

Q So et me ask the question a different way.
Can the CTA operate its traction powered substations
to receive power from Com Ed's system using the 4 kV
lines?

A | don't know what kind of rectifiers the
CTA has, whether they are designed with nultiple taps
l'i ke some transformers are designed with nmultiple
taps, where they can operate at 4 kV, 12 kV. I f they
are rectifiers, they have multiple taps, then --
which allow them to operate at either 4 or 12, then
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t he answer woul d be yes. If they don't, then the
answer woul d be no.
Q When the power comes into the -- you are

famliar with the CTA traction power substations, are

you not ?

A Yes, | amfairly famliar with them

Q Com Ed provides service -- well, there is a
Com Ed line that goes into -- that goes to a CTA

substation at that point, that power is metered; is
t hat correct?

A ' m not quite sure, exactly, where on the
property it is metered, but it's metered on the CTA's
property, probably just before it's connected to the
CTA 12 kV bus.

Q And it goes to 12 kV bus for the CTA; is
t hat correct?

A It's a CTA owned 12 kV bus /

Q And the CTA, at that point, converts it to
direct current power; is that correct?

A That's my understandi ng, yes. VWhich is the
purpose of a rectifier.

Q In fact, there are two, generally two, Com
Ed lines that will go to a CTA traction power
substation; is that correct?
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A At the CTA's request we provide two 12 kV
lines to each traction power substation.

Q Now, am | correct that the 4 kV power
di stribution systems cannot support or back up the

12.5 kV system of Com Ed?

A | believe there was a data request that
answered that question, and as | recall, the answer
was no.

Q No, it could not back it up?

A Correct.

Q Currently, to your know edge, are there any

4 kV facilities that provide power for traction power

to the CTA?

A Not to nmy knowl edge.

Q Woul d you disagree with Mster -- well, |et
me ask you this: Did you read M. Bachman's
testimony filed on behalf of CTA and Metra?

A Yes.

Q Do you disagree with M. Bachman's
statements that the CTA and Metra receive their
traction power at 12.5 kV?

A | understand that the lines that enter
their property enter at 12.5 kV, but | also

understand that that voltage is part of a |arger
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system which includes facilities that operate at 4
kV and 34 kV, as well as 12. And sonme of those
facilities are shared facilities. So, for exanple,
you could have a 12 kV Iline and a 4 kV line on one
set of poles or one conduit.

Q If we could just back up. When you said
the system vyou are referring to Com Ed's systen?

A Yeah, Com Ed's distribution system thank

you.
Q And | understand Com Ed's point, that these

are separate -- that the systenms can be one, but ny

guestion to you is, if you have -- as your exanple, a

12.5 kV Iline and a 4 kV line, the 4 kV line, as you
testified, | believe, cannot support CTA traction
power ?

A Cannot backup 12 kV, | think, is what we
just agreed on. And | don't know if it could support
the CTA traction power substation, because | don't
know what kind of rectifiers they have.

Q Assum ng for a noment that CTA requires
that they receive power at 12.5 kV and that their
facilities are designed for 12.5 kV, would you agree
with me that since the 4 kV cannot backup the 12.5,
that the Com Ed system that 4 kV, provides no
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assistance to the CTA?

A We don't have a, quote/unquote, a 4 kV
system we have a primary system which consists of 4
kV facilities, 12 kV facilities and 34 kV facilities.

THE COURT: Can we come up with sonme kind of
acronym for that so you don't have to say it over and
over and over again?

THE W TNESS: The primary distribution system
BY MR. BALOUGH:

Q Now that's Com Ed's definition of primry
di stribution system 1is that correct, in this case?

A That's correct, it's based upon our
definition and our general ternms and conditions.

Q M. Alongi, are you aware of any other
class that Com Ed currently serves where all the
customers take voltage at the sane voltage |evel ?

A Not quite sure what you mean by takes
vol tage or takes service at the sanme voltage |evel,
because you m ght take a | ook at the residentia
class and | think most residential customers take
service at 12240. If that were the case, then the
entire class takes service at the sane voltage.

Q And are you aware of a class where the
customers, for exanple, in this class there are only
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two customers that not only take voltage at the sane
vol tage | evel, but take it using the same
configuration to receive the power?

A Configuration meaning two |ines, two or
more kV lines, because Metra, at sonme |ocations,
actually has three 12 kV lines?

Q Correct.

A |'m sorry, is there a question.

Q | thought there was, but hang on. Now, the
service that is supplied to the CTA, the lines that
go to the station, the substations, Com Ed considers
that to be nonstandard service; is that correct?

A Not necessarily. For a new substation,
that is likely to be considered nonstandard service.

Q And for nonstandard service, Com Ed has a
tariff that determ nes the cost for that nonstandard
service; is that correct?

A That's Com Ed's Rider NS, nonstandard
services and facilities, yes.

Q So Com Ed can conpute the cost to serve
that non -- to provide that new nonstandard service
to a new, for exanple, CTA traction power substation?

A Usi ng cost of |abor and materials currently
in effect, yes.
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Q In your testinony, you refer to the fact
t hat the Comm ssion ordered a study of how Com Ed
uses the CTA and Metra's traction power substations;

is that correct?

A How Com Ed uses?
Q Yes.
A | don't believe |I have any testimony that

suggests Com Ed uses CTA facilities.

Q You are aware of the final order in the
| ast Com Ed rate case, are you not?

A |'ve read it, yes.

Q And you remember in that case that Com Ed
was required to work with the CTA and Metra for -- to
conduct a study of the CTA Metra systens?

A Yes, | am famliar with that and Com Ed has
been working with M. Bachman and two members, one
from CTA and one from Metra, along with our capacity
pl anni ng engi neers.

Q And the purpose of that study was to
determ ne whether and how much Com Ed uses or needs
the railroad class facilities to serve other
customers; is that correct?

A As stated in the Comm ssion's order, yes.

Q Are you involved in that study?
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A | have been hel ping facilitate the joint
meetings with our capacity planning engineers and CTA
and Metra engi neers and M. Bodner.

Q And part of that study included doing | oad
fl ow anal yses; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And to do the load flow analysis, Com Ed
woul d have to determ ne what facilities are being
used on the Com Ed facilities to service the load; is
t hat correct?

A That's correct. We've done a, | guess what
| would say is a limted sanmple of the CTA and Metra
traction power substation, nodeling the Com Ed
service to those substations.

Q And in modeling the service to Com Ed
substations you would be able to, then, identify, for
exanple, the circuits and other facilities being used
to feed those substations?

A At a high level that's true. MWhat the
capacity planners -- the information that they need
to do a power flow is the inpedence of the lines. So
t hey know the primary circuits that are involved.
They can, from the primary system maps, determ ne the
| ength of those feeders and the conductors used and
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there is tables that provide the inpedence of those
conductors.

Q But in order to get there they have to
know, as you said, | believe, the primary circuits
invol ved and the |inks involved?

A Yes. And the conductor types. They also
need to model the |oads along the line for all the
ot her customers served, as well as the railroad
| oads.

Q And in your review -- have you revi ewed any
of those | oad flows?

A | have seen the results, | have not
revi ewed the nmodels that they created.

Q Have you reviewed themto a point of being
able to say, for example, which circuits are used to
serve any particular substation on the CTA
substation?

A Not off the top of ny head.

Q In that review that you have conducted, did
you see any |load flows where a 4 kV circuit was used
to serve a CTA traction power substation?

A The diagranms that | saw show only the
circuits that are used to serve the traction power
subst ati ons. But that's not to say those circuits
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don't share facilities such as poles or conduit

ot her voltage circuits.

Q | understand your testinony about

poles and the like, but |I'm asking the circuits

t hemsel ves that were involved, were any of

t hose

circuits, to your know edge, 4 kV circuits?

A No.

MR. BALOUGH: Your Honor, | have no other

guestions. Thank you.

THE COURT: The I1EC and they have an hour's

with

shari ng

worth of cross exam nation schedul ed. Do you need to

take a break before we start them?
THE W TNESS: No.
CROSS EXAM NATI ON
BY

MR. ROBERTSON:

Q Good afternoon, M. Alongi?

A Good afternoon, M. Robertson.

Q Nice to see you again?

A Yes.

Q | would like to refer you to Page 10 of
your surrebuttal testimony, Com Ed Exhibit 10.0C,
corrected. And |I'm | ooking at Line 227. Are you

t here?
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A Yes.

Q Now, there you suggest that in regard to
pad mounted transformers in a residential devel opnment
with a direct buried underground system the custonmer
service wires connected to a pedestal in a secondary
di stribution system are directly to transfornmer
bushi ngs wi thout any additional tap as suggested by
M. Stowe; is that right?

A Yes.

Q Now, are all the customers you reference in
your statement at Line 227 taking service fromthe
primary system as Com Ed defines the primary systen?

A The customers taking service fromthe
pedestal would be taking service from Com Ed's
secondary distribution system  The customers taking
service directly fromthe transformer we woul d have
classified as a primary customer.

MR. GOVWER: Could you read that answer back.

(Whereupon, the record was
read as requested.)
BY MR. ROBERTSON:

Q Now, did Com Ed determ ne in any part of
its primary secondary analysis, how many of the
customers served via an underground distribution
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system are connected to a pedestal ?

A No, because we don't map services and it
woul d have been a significant resource effort to try
to determ ne how many customers are served from a
pedest al .

Q Did Com Ed in any part of its primary
secondary analysis determ ne how many of the
customers, via an underground distribution system,
have their service wire connected directly to the
transformer bushings?

A We did identify transformers that serve
only one custonmer. And in those instances, we
classified those customers as primary custoners for
pur poses of our primary secondary analysis. And that
was done with the help of our conmputer systens.

Q Does Com Ed own and operate pad nounted
transformers that serve nore than just one custonmer
via direct connections to their service wire?

A | think that's possible.

Q Does Com Ed provide electric service to
customer accounts at primary voltage |evel s?

A We have customers that are metered at
primary voltage |levels. Those custonmers, nmost of
t hose custonmers, | should say, take service under Com
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Ed's Rider PM, Primary Metering if they have a
recording type meter and transformeither with a Com
Ed transformer or a customer owned transformer, after
the meter. There are sonme instances, | believe,
where customers take primary service at a primary

vol tage and don't transformit. For example, an arc
furnace type customer.

Q Has Com Ed attenpted to identify these
customers for the purpose of this primry, secondary
anal ysi s?

A And these custonmers nmeaning those --

Q The ones who take service at primary
vol tage, such as the customer you identified last in
your answer ?

A We estimated that there were potentially
300 customers that take service under our Rider PM
But for customers that take service at primary
vol tage and don't qualify for Rider PM for one reason
or another, those were nonidentified.

Q Now, you've already said, | think in your
prior answer, you said Com Ed provides service to
customer accounts where customers own their own
transformation equi pnment ?

A Yes, we have a limted nunber of customers
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t hat use their own transformer.

Q Has Com Ed attenpted to identify the number
of customers that do that for the purpose of its
primary secondary anal ysis?

A No, we haven't identified those custoners,
but they could be identified because they would be
t aki ng service under what Com Ed calls Rider ACT,
which is allowance for customers owned transformers,
which is a grandfathered rider fromthe |last rate
case.

Q Now, can | refer you to Page 12 of your
surrebuttal testinony, Table S1.

A Yes.

Q Is it correct that the extra |l arge | oad
delivery service class consists of customers with
demands of 10 nmegawatts or nore?

A Yes.

Q Do you agree that the ELL customers,
customer A, B and C, shown on this table, use only a
fraction of the capacity of the transformers
identified in the second colum that they share with
ot her customers?

A Because those transformers are shared, they
use some fraction of the capacity of those
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transformers, yes.

Q For the purpose of the cross here, can we
call those the community transformers?

A Yes.

Q Now, do you agree that the total |oad
passing through the community transformers, shown on
Table S1 makes up a fraction of customer's A, B and
C's total |oad?

A Wt hout seeing the |oads, | don't know, but
| can agree, because capacity of the transfornmers is
| ower than the total capacity that m ght be needed
for a 10- megawatt custoner.

Q Now, woul d you agree that for custonmer A,
woul d you agree subject to check, that the percentage
of |l oad provided to customer A by the comunity
transformers is 0.6 percent?

A Subj ect to check, sure.

Q And you can check your response to IIEC
Dat a Response 7. 04. | think it's a combined response
to Subparagraphs A, B and C, it's a table.

A Okay.

Q Woul d you agree, subject to check, that the
percentage of | oad provided to customer B through the
community transformers is 2.0 percent? And by
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percentage of | oad, | mean percentage of customer B's
total | oad?

A Yes. | can accept that subject to check.

Q And woul d you agree that for customer C,

t hat the percentage of | oad provided to customer C,
t hrough the community transformers, percentage of his
total load, is 0.5 percent?

A Yes, | can accept that subject to check.

Q Now, can | ask you to go back to Line 222
of your surrebuttal testinony, please, M. Alongi?

A 2227

Q Yes, sir.

A Yes.

Q And it's on Page 10. If you -- you refer
in this part of your testimony to certain taps to the
transformer; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And just as a point of clarification, the
taps you refer to at this part of your testimony are
the same as the taps you refer to at Line 130 on Page
67?

A Yes.

Q Now, you referred to, earlier today, the
list of rate classes that Com Ed has for its delivery
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service; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And one of those classes was the high
vol tage delivery service class; was that correct?

A Yes.

Q And is it correct that the customers in the
hi gh voltage delivery service class take at |east a
part of their |load at 69 kV or higher?

A That's correct.

Q Now, did you participate in Docket 05-0597,
it's a Conmonweal th Edi son rate case?

A Yes, | did.

Q And woul d you accept or do you renenber,
wasn't that a case where the high voltage delivery
service class first -- was first approved by the
Comm ssi on?

A | believe that's true. We, prior to that
rate case, | believe, if nmy menory serves we had a
Ri der HVDS and prior to that we had a Rider 111 which
was for high voltage customers.

Q And do you recollect any of the reasoning,
"' m not asking you what it is, but do you have a
recollection of the reasoning that the Conpany
expressed for creating the high voltage delivery
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service rate class in that case?

A | think the original thought was having a
class rate for such customers would be easier to
bill. But as it turns out, as a result of the ruling
in the last rate case, the billing has actually
become nobre conplicated.

Q Woul d you be willing to accept, subject to
check, that at Page 196 of the rate order in Docket
05- 0597, it was stated that Com Ed proposes the
creation of a high voltage delivery class, because
hi gh voltage customers primarily use the distribution
system operating at or above 69,000 volts to obtain
el ectric power and energy?

A | can accept that.

Q And could you al so accept that, according
to that order, Com Ed claimed that these custonmers do
not utilize a significant portion of Com Ed's overal
di stribution system and therefore have a different
set of -- a different cost of service than customers
that utilize the Com Ed distribution system at |evels
bel ow 69, 000 volts?

A | can accept that, although I nust say with
the segmentation that now exists in the high voltage
class for | oads served below 69 kV, it's created a
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very conmplex rate to bill.
Q Okay, but we're tal king about why the rate
was created and the philosophy behind it in the first

i nstance; is that correct?

A Yes.
Q Now, | think this is true, based on your
statements so far, | take it you would agree that at

| east some of the high voltage delivery service rate
cl ass custonmers have sone service |ines that conme

into their plant at voltages bel ow 69 kV; is that

correct?
A That's correct.
Q Now, is it correct that in the case of high

vol tage custonmers that have some of their service at
69 kV and above, they don't have to pay for the | ower
vol tage part of the distribution system for their

| oads that are served at 69 kV or above?

A Based upon a rate design that was approved
in the last rate case, that's true.

Q Now, under Com Ed's proposal in this case,
customers who take services at voltage, of let's say,
34.5 kV, for example, would pay for part of the
secondary system even if none of the customer's | oad
is served at secondary voltage; is that correct?
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A So that assumes a 34 kV customers takes 34
and uses it at 34, wi thout any transformation?

A Well, | think you tal ked about earlier
today the wires that are entering the customer's
prem ses at 34.5 kV. And that customer is going to
pay for part of the secondary system even though none
of the custonmer's load is served at a secondary
vol tage | evel .

A | think that's correct, yes.

Q Now, subject to check or if you know --
strike that.

Woul d you agree that there were 67
customers in the high voltage delivery class in the
2006 test year that was used in Docket 05-0597?

A | can accept that, subject to check. I
t hought the current number was 26.

Q You got a copy of Com Ed Exhibit 1.1
capital A, Page 3, it's attached to your direct
testinony?

A 1.1A?

Q 1. 1A, Page 3.

A Ckay.
Q Now, if my math is correct, there are 801
test year billing units for customer charges there;
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is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And if we divided the 801 by 12 billing
units per year, that would produce roughly 67
custonmers, wouldn't that?

A Yes. So apparently nmy nunber 26 is in
error.

Q Now, M. Alongi, | would like to refer you
to your table on Com Ed Exhibit 1.5, attached to your
direct testinmny, Page 5 of 10.

A Okay.

Q Can you point out where in this table you
have identified the secondary tap wires that you have
referred to at Lines 130 and 222 of your surrebuttal
testinony? And just to shorten this up, | think
they're the fifth and sixth lines up fromthe bottom

A Yeah, |'m al nost there. Yes.

Q Are these two lines the only places on this
t abl e where these tap wires appear?

A On this particular table?

Q Yes.
A From what | can tell, yes.
Q Does Com Ed use grounding wires on its

secondary distribution system?
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A Grounding wires are used to ground
secondary distribution, transformers, primary
di stribution. There is generally a ground wire
com ng down the pole or there is a ground grid around
the transformer.

Q So you do use it in the secondary
di stribution systen?

A Yes, as well as for grounding transfornmers
and primary.

Q So would I -- well, let's see. Now | ooki ng
at table on Com Ed Exhibit 1.5, can you point to the
types of wire that could potentially be used for
groundi ng the secondary distribution systent?

A Well, there is a row that's in the
retirement unit identified as Wre-CU, slash, copper
wel d bearer, single conductor, that, |'m not
positive, but that may be a wire that's used for
groundi ng.

Q And that's a couple |lines --

A Yeah, maybe W re-CU-bare single conductor,
that m ght nore |ikely be a ground wire.

Q Okay. And that's just a couple lines up
from where we were | ooking originally, is that
correct?
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A Yes. And obviously | know where you're
goi ng.

Q Would you -- I"mgoing too slow to |let you
think it out. \What percentage of the cost of those
types of wire has Com Ed identified as being
associ ated with the secondary distribution systemin
this exhibit?

A Zero percent.

Q And what percentage of the cost of those
types of wires has Com Ed identified as being
identified with the primary distribution system?

A 100 percent.

MR. ROBERTSON: No further questions. Thank
you, M. Alongi.

THE W TNESS: Thank you.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON

BY
MR. GOWER:
Q As you know, |I'm Ed Gower, | represent

Metr a. Nice to see you today.

A Same here, Ed.

Q Now, when M . Bal ough was questioning you,
| just wanted to do some rough math, | think you

testified that the current costs recovered from the
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railroad class are something on the order of
$4,927,000 or something close to that, correct?

A Correct.

Q And if you were -- changes that you have
proposed to be made in this proceeding were, in fact,
made in the next rate case and there was no revenue
i ncrease, the costs that would be recovered through
rates to the railroad class would be something on the
order of almpst $7.5 mllion, correct?

MR. ROONEY: | just object to the
characterization. M. Alongi has testified that Com

Ed isn't proposing any change and what was presented

was for illustrative purposes only.
THE COURT: | think the substance of his
guestion is correct. Your admonition is taken under

advi sement .

MR. ROONEY: Thank you.

THE W TNESS: So if the illustrative rates that
are shown in the subject exhibit, whatever exhibit
t hat was, the increase from4.9 mllion or so to 7
poi nt something, | don't remenber the number, that
woul d be the inmpact, yes.
BY MR. GOWER:

Q Be roughly a $2.5 mllion increase or in
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ot her words, a 50 percent increase in the railroad
class' rates, correct?

A The revenue responsibility would increase
by 50 percent.

Q And the corresponding rates would increase

by 50 percent as well, correct?
A Correct.
Q |f you had your way?
A Yes.

Q Counsel for the conmmercial group asked you
about a world in which Conmonweal th Edi son had

unlimted resource, do you recall that question?

A Yes.

Q s there such a worl d?

A No.

Q Do you ever anticipate that there will be

such a worl d?

A No.

Q Now, you made some reference to
M . Bachman's testinmny about possibly evol ving
somehow into a customer specific study.
M . Bachman never requested or suggested -- never
requested in his testinony that Conmmonweal th Edi son

conduct a customer specific cost study, did he?

587



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

A ' mjust suggesting that --

Q Can you answer nmy question before you
suggest? Did M. Bachman ask that Commonweal t h
Edi son prepare a customer specific cost study?

A M . Bachman offered to |l end the assistance
of CTA and Metra to Commonweal th Edi son to conduct
further analyses, which would result in excluding
4 kV system -- | apologize 4 kV facility costs from
being charged to the railroad. What that entails, |
guess |'m not sure. But in nmy opinion it could
invol ve something that | ooks a lot |like a customer
specific study.

Q In this proceeding, unless | have
conpl etely m sunderstood the entire proceedi ng, what
you did in this proceeding was in your study of
primary and secondary costs, was to separate the
costs for the secondary system under 4000 -- excuse
me, 4 kV, fromthe remainder of the system which you
characterized as primry, correct?

A That is correct and which is defined by our
general terms and conditions as primry.

Q "' m not arguing with you about primary
secondary, I'mjust trying to make sure. So was t hat
a specific cost study? A specific customer cost

588



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

study?

A No.

Q So if you went to the next |evel and you
segregated the costs for below 12.5 kV and the costs
above that, that also would not be a specific
customer cost study, would it?

A It depends on how you go about doing it.

Q Because we're | ooking only at excluding
fromthe railroads the cost of 4 kV. One approach
m ght be to |look at only the railroads, as far as
what facilities serve them and direct assignment.

Q So you could do a customer specific --
specific customer cost study to try and exclude the
costs to the railroad class below 12 kV, but you

don't have to do that; is that right?

A That's correct.
Q Now, the most common phase to phase
vol tages that Com Ed utilizes for its primary
di stribution systenms are 4,160,000 volts -- excuse ne

| said 4 mllion, 4,160 volts, 12,470 volts and
34,500 volts, correct?

A Those are the nom nal phase to phase
vol t age, yes.

Q For the three primary distribution systens,

589



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

correct?

A For the three voltage that

our primary distribution system

Q Do you
t he CTA?
A Yes.

recal l

answering data requests for

we operate on

Q And do you recall that in those data

requests you identified three primary distribution

systems with the voltages | just described?

A Yes.

Q Al'l rig

answer the questi

di stribution voltage systens

Edi son system is
A What |

t hat we use on ou

ht, you threw ne,

on. There are three primry

t hat

said was there are three voltages

correct?

in the Commonweal t h

r primary distribution system I

didn't say there was three systens.

Q Okay.

What is the functional purpose of

the 34,500-volt primary distribution,

want to call it?

THE COURT:

Vol t age.

consists of three voltages; isn't that

THE W TNESS:

THE COURT:

Correct.

One of

themis 34 K.

what do you

The primary system

right.

because you didn't
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MR. GOWER: The data request says says 34.5
vol t.

BY MR. GOWER:

Q What is the functional purpose of the
34, 500-volt distribution class?

A Well, the 34000-volt system was used to
distribute electricity |longer distances than -- and
more power over those lines than the 12 kV or the 4
kV.

Okay.

A And if | could add, primarily in rural
ar eas.

Q And is there any rate class of Commonweal t h
Edi son custonmers that are served exclusively by the
34,500-volt distribution lines?

A Excl usively, not to ny know edge, no.

Q Of Com Ed's total distribution system what
percentage of the system would you estimate is
compri sed of the 34,500-volt |ines and rel ated
facilities?

A | can't really give you a good estimte for
t hat . | can tell you that there is about 300 34 kV
lines and there is about a thousand 4 kV |lines and
there is about 4000 12 kV lines. But that doesn't
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tell you anything about the lengths of those |ines
and | don't know that. | do know that the total
circuit mles is 64,580 circuit mles of primary
grid, but I can't tell you how much is each of those
different voltage, | just don't know that offhand.

Q So you've got about 3347

A About 300, 34 kV |lines, about.

Q And about a thousand 12?

A A thousand 4 kV and about 4000 12 kV.

Those are very rough numbers.

Q | may have m sheard you, did you just say
that there are about 4000 12 kV |lines and a thousand
4 kV lines?

A Yes.

Q So there are fewer 4 kV lines than 12.5 kV
l'ines?

A Ri ght . Our systemis predom nantly 12 kV.

Q When you say, so that we're tal king about
t he same thing, when you say 12 kV, are you referring
to 12,470 volt lines?

A Yes.

Q The mpst common phase to phase voltage that
Com Ed utilizes for its secondary distribution system
is 208 or 240 volts; is that correct?
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A Phase to phase is generally 240. W do
have some 208, but it's, | would say the predom nant
secondary phase to phase voltage is 240.

Q Now, is there a maxi mum reconmmended |ine
that Com Ed uses to |limt the distance that
electricity is carried on a 240-volt line?

A |'m sure there is a limtation, | don't
know what it is offhand. You can only transmt power
so far at a certain voltage. So the secondary
voltage transmt power shorter distances than primary
vol tages than transm ssion voltages.

Q And are the 4 kV lines typically going to
be shorter than the 12 kV lines?

A Yes.

MR. GOWER: May | approach, your Honor?

(Whereupon, Metra Cross
Exhi bit No. 17 was

mar ked for identification
as of this date.)

(Change of reporter.)
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(Wher eupon, there was
a change of reporters.)
BY MR. GOWER:

Q M. Alongi, has the reporter handed you a
copy of the exhibit?

A No.

MR. GOVWER: Would you pl ease.

(Wher eupon, Metra Cross-Exhibit
No. 17 was marked for
identification.)

THE REPORTER: (Tendering document.)

BY MR. GOWER:

Q M. Alongi, | have just handed you a copy
of what has succinctly been marked as Metra
Cross- Exhibit Alongi Exhibit 17.

A Ckay.

Q And 1'd ask you first is that a copy of
Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany's data response to CTA
Request 1037

A Yes, it is.

Q And if you |l ook at the second question, it
says:

"Pl ease list all voltages."”

"he," referring to you, "considers
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to be primary."
And in the response on
Paragraph 2 -- and this is what confused me with your
answers previously.
In the response on Paragraph 2, it
says:
"The most common phase-to-phase
vol tages ComEd utilizes for its
primary distribution systenms are
4,160 volts, 12,270 volts and
34,500 volts."
Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Are there, in fact, three primry
di stribution systems at Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany?

A No, we have one primary distribution system
t hat operates at three different voltages.

Q So when it tal ks about primary distribution
systenms that was an error in the data response?

A Yes, there should be no "S."

Q Now, you were assigned the responsibility
for directing and supervising ConEd' s analysis of its
primary and secondary distributions systenms; is that
correct?
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A Correct.

Q And the purpose of that analysis was to
determ ne whet her and to what extent adjustments to
t he enbedded cost-of-service study were appropriate
to account for the cost differences in providing
service via ConEd's primary and secondary
di stribution systenms; is that correct?

A | provided information to Alan Heintz who
i ncorporated the results of our primary/secondary
analysis into the embedded cost-of-service study.

Q For purposes of your analysis, you define
the primary distribution facilities to include the
wire, cable, attachments, portions of pole and
conduits used to distribute electricity at 4,000
volts or higher phase-to-phase at |ess than 69, 000
volts; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q And secondary distribution facilities were
defined to include the wire, cable, attachments
portions of poles and conduits used to distribute
electricity at less than 4,000 volts phase-to-phase;
is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q In the 4,000 volt primary distribution
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voltage |ines that were previously discussed were
included in the primary facilities for purposes of
your analysis; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Then after you deci ded what the |ine of
demar -- after you identified.

After you identified the |Iine between

primary and secondary facilities, you then | ooked at
how Comonweal th Edi son organizes its data with

respect to its plant, correct?

A |'"'m sorry. Wth respect to?
Q It's plant and equi pment ?
A Yes.

Q And, specifically, you | ooked at the
information contained in the uniform system of
accounts reporting format to determ ne which accounts
m ght contain facilities that could be categorized as
primary or secondary distribution facilities; is that
correct?

A Correct.

Q You then identified four accounts that
could contain such facilities, correct?

A Yes.

Q Those accounts were account USOA Account
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364, poles, towers and fixtures; 365, overhead
conductors and devices; 366, underground conduit; and

367, underground conductors and devices, correct?

A Correct. And | ater, we found sonme costs
in -- | think it was Account 361.
Q Okay. You found about $4.5 mllion of

costs that should have been secondary, and you
switched it over as reflected in your rebuttal
testimony, correct?

A | think the number is 4.7, but, yes.

Q Now, with respect to Account 364, what you
did is you first made a determ nation as to how many
pol es there were by region using the data avail able
to you.

And then you made an engi neering
judgment that 57 percent of the wood poles |less than
50 feet tall would have secondary facilities,
correct?

A 50 feet or less in height.

Q Yes.

A And we did it region by region, and we canme
up with a total for the conpany of 57 percent, yes.

Q And of those 57 percent, you then
al | ocated, based on engi neering judgnment, you assumed
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50 percent of the pole was used for secondary
di stribution purposes and 50 percent for primary
di stribution purposes, correct?

A Correct.

Q And then you multiplied 57 times 50 percent
and came up with an estimte that of the wood poles
under 50 feet, 28.5 percent would be assigned to the
secondary facilities category, correct?

A That's correct.

Q And so conversely, you assumed that roughly
71.5 percent of all ConEd's wooden poles under
50 feet and all of its poles over 50 feet, 50 feet
tall, should be assigned to ComEd's primary
facilities?

A That's correct.

Q What are the standard hei ghts of
Comonweal t h Edi son's wooden poles? Are there
different standard heights? How did you arrive at
that? Why did you pick 50 feet?

A Most |ine poles are 40-foot poles. And a
line pole is a pole that has no equi pment on it; and
by equi pment | mean by transformers, switches,
capacitors, voltage regulators, things of that
nat ure. For those equi pnent poles, the height is
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generally 45 feet.

Q And are there taller poles than 45 feet?

A Yes.

Q And are there fixed |levels according to
what ki nd of equipnment is on them?

A Well, taller poles can be used for
multi-circuit poles where you have 34 kV and 12 kV or
12 kV and 4 kV on the same pole. It can be used to
go over railroads. It can be used to get over trees
t hat are high, things of that nature.

Q Now, after you did your initial analysis
and you just count the nunber of poles, figured
57 percent were in category secondary, and then you
did a 50-percent allocation and came up with
28.5 percent of the poles being allocated as
secondary. Prior to filing your rebuttal testimony,
you then went out and sanpled 10 poles in 19 areas of
Comonweal t h Edi son, correct?

A Correct.

Q And you woul d assune that all wood pol es
that were in excess of 50 feet were primary and what
you di scovered was, in fact, 34.9 percent should be
assigned to the secondary category, correct?

A Based on the exanple | think it was 50
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pol es for the over 50-foot poles?

Q Excuse ne. Correct?

A Yes, that's what we found.

Q Then you made adj ustments?

A Yes.

Q And that's the extent of the analysis that
was done for Account 364, correct?

A Bet ween what we filed in direct testinony
and rebuttal testinony, that's correct.

Q Now, USOA Account 365, | didn't see a great
deal of verbal description in your testinony. I
think the allocation that you made for that account
may be on Commonweal th Edi son Exhibit 1.5 at Page 5
of 10 in the very small print that | can't read.

Can you take a |l ook at that and tel
me what you did to separate out the costs between
primary and secondary in Account 365 pl ease.

A My recollection is we have both primry and
secondary mapped in what we call our CEGI S Mapping
System

Q That's the Commonweal th Edi son Gl S?

A Commonweal t h Edi son Geogr aphi cal
| nformati on System i nsi de Chicago.

Out si de Chi cago, we don't have primary
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and secondary mapped totally.

We have some secondary that's been
mapped outside of Chicago since | think the year was
2002, somewhere thereabouts.

But anyways, inside the City, we have
both primary and secondary map.

So what we did inside the City is we
determ ned through the CEG S System how much footage
we had at primary versus secondary, and that
percentage at primary was 73.6 percent as shown on
Page 6. And we estimated for -- I'msorry -- |I'm
| ooking at the wrong page.

| have to back up one second.

Whi ch account are we tal king about?

365.

A Ckay. Because | was | ooking at 366, for
some reason.

Q Let's just assunme -- can we assune that
your prior testimny concerning 36 -- describing what
you did for 365 was, in fact, 366. And you can go
ahead and finish with 366.

A So 366, which is the conduit, we determ ned
that 5.1 percent of the conduit in the City is used
for secondary and the remainder is used for primary.

602



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

We then estimated outside the City
because we don't have secondary fully mapped outside
the City. We estimated the percent of conduit
outside the City used for secondary to be 1 percent
because there's far fewer secondary networks outside
the City which is where you would have secondary
condui t .

Meani ng, we have a |limted nunber

JUDGE HAYNES: Secondary what ?

THE W TNESS: " m sorry.

We have a |limted nunber of secondary
network systens outside the City in Elgin, Aurora,
Evanst on. So we felt 1 percent was reasonable.

BY MR. GOWER:

Q So unlike the City where you have secondary
net wor ks because of people are living closer together
in the suburbs. It's a little more spread out. So
you use your primary distribution systemto deliver
to particular subdivisions, then you drop down into
secondary? |Is what you're saying?

A Well, the secondary network systens |'m
tal ki ng about are in the central district areas and
in certain shopping centers, like, | think Evergreen
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Par k Shopping Center is one of them where we actually
have secondary networKks.

And a secondary network is where you
actually have secondary distribution running between
transformers that actually parallel the transformers
t ogether so that if one transformer fails that
secondary still remains in service. And there's very
few of those type of secondary network systenms on
ConmEd' s system outside of Chicago.

Q And so have you now descri bed what you
did -- you used the CEGI S information for inside the
City to identify primary versus secondary. And t hen
outside the City, you made an engineering judgment?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And have we now covered the uniform
system of Account 366 and what you did for your
anal ysis there?

A In 364, |'m | ooking at ComeEd Exhibit 1.5 on
Page 2, for exanple, what we did there is we
identified --

Q Let me stop you, if | could, for just one
second.

You're dropping back to Exhibit US --
the Uniform System of Account 364 and we were on 366.
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A Oh, okay.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: It was a "yes" or "no"

guesti on.
Did you describe what you did with 366
or not?
THE W TNESS: | need to look at it.

366, we identified the retirement
units listed on Page 7 on ComEd Exhibit 1.2 that were
inside the City of Chicago and assigned 5.1 percent
of those costs.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. You already stated
t hat . Hi s question is: "Are you finished describing
what you did with 366"? You don't have to say it al
over again.

THE W TNESS: It wasn't clear to nme if he
wanted more of the detail on the detail sheet that's
in fine print. And if not, then |I'm done.

BY MR. GOWER:

Q Conceptually, | just wanted to make sure
t hat you descri bed what you did.

A Yes.

Q Now, so we did 364. W did 366.

Let's back up to 365.
What did you do as part of your
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analysis to determne the primary/secondary split on
uni form system of Account 3657

A On Page 5 of ComEd Exhibit 1.5, we | ooked
at the third colum over entitled retirement units
and identified equipment that was |isted there. For
example, the first line is an
arrestor-lightening-line type. That's a piece of the
equi pment that's on the primary system so we
desi gnated that 100 percent primary.

Continui ng down, an exanmple of a
cabl e. It's designated as cable signal pilot
pressure and, T-E-L, is a piece of equipment used on
the secondary system so we designhated that
100 percent secondary.

And then there's some itenms that are
non unitized that we designated as the as the average
of those that were unitized and we could classify
t hem

So | can't tell you exactly what I|ine.
But there's a line that's designated as primary 84.4
and secondary 15.6. That represents the average of
the items that we couldn't classify as either primary
or secondary.

Q In the mean, did you go down that list and
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identify pieces of equipnment or conponents and deci de
whet her they were primary or secondary? And if they
were used for both, then did you make some judgment
as to what they were used for?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. Now, let's turn to uniform system
of Account 367, Underground Conductors and Devices.
And | think that's described, to guide you to it, on
ComEd Exhibit 1.5 at Pages 9 and 10.

And | would just ask you if you could
expl ain what was done to segregate primary from
secondary in that account?

A Basically the same process; |ooking at the
retirement units, deciding if we felt that those
retirement units were primary or secondary.

And for the non unitized, we used the
average of those that we were able to classify.

Q So, again, you went through and made
engi neering judgnment as to the equipnment that fell
into that category, correct?

A Yes.

Q And you alluded to this earlier, after you
anal yzed those four USOA accounts, you discovered
4.7 mllion in Account 361, Structures and
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| mprovements that should have been classified as
secondary, correct?

A Correct.

Q And the sum total of your analysis that we
just discussed and the two provisions that you nade,
one in the pole arena and one in the structures and
accounts is that you concluded that it's only
13.5 percent of ComEd's total plant and equi pnent
costs should be assigned to the secondary
di stribution system correct?

A Of the accounts that we | ooked at, yes.

Q And -- well, there aren't any other
accounts that you analyzed and concluded had sonme

component of both primary and secondary in them are

t here?
A We | ooked at, | think the USOA Accounts 360
t hrough 373, | think. And only the five now that we

identified as having both primary and secondary itemnms
were the ones that were analyzed in nmore detail.

Q So 13.5 percent went to secondary, and
86.5 percent went to primary as a result of your
anal ysis, correct?

A Ri ght .

Q Ckay. Now, assume that Ross Henphill
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wal ked into your office tonorrow and he said,

"M . Alongi, | need you to calculate to the maxi mum
extent practicable the split in our distribution
system between the facilities utilized to deliver
services below 12,470 volts and the facilities
required to deliver services at or above 12,470
volts."

What woul d you do?

A Ask him for nore people, for one. Ask him
when it needs to be done.
Q Okay. \What else would you do?

Sooner or later, you would conduct the
requested analysis, wouldn't you, after you got nore
peopl e and you got nore detail and you got a deadline
and you asked all the questions that a good manager

woul d ask, what would you do to conduct the analysis?

A To separate the primary system at or bel ow
a 12 kV -- or at or below 12 kV versus above? So
basically 34 kV versus below? | just want to

under st and.
Q Let's take a step back, so we al
under st and.
The railroad class currently, the
lines going into the railroad to both CTA and Metra
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facilities are at 12,470 volts, correct?

A | think we have established that, yes.
Q Okay. Is that what you refer to as 12 kV?
A Yes.

Q Okay. So what |'m asking you to do is tel
us what you would have to do to figure out what part
of Metra's system provides services at 12 kV and
above and what part of Metra services provides -- |et
me start again.

What |'m asking you to do is tell ne
what anal ysis you would conduct to identify that part
of Comonweal th Edison's distribution system that
provi des services at 12 kV and above and what part of
Metra's -- what part of Commonweal th Edi son's system
provi des services at below 12 kV?

A Well, | guess the first step is we are
basically tal king about separating the part of the
system that operates at 4 kV versus the part that
operates at 12 and 34 kV.

So --

Q | haven't asked you that.

" m just asking you to separate into
two parts; one part is 12 kV and up and one part is
bel ow 12 kV.
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A Right. And the one part that's below 12
kV, setting aside the secondary that we've already

dealt with --

Q Yes.

A -- 1s 4 kV?

Q Yes.

A So we would -- | think the first step is we

woul d coll ect those 1,000 maps of 4 kV feeders,
determ ne what |ength of conductors are used to
distribute at 4 kV.

"' m not sure what | would do with that
information because much of the facilities at 4 kV
are actually built at 12 kV standards, so when we
| ook at the -- well, | guess we would attempt to | ook
at the length of the various conductors used for 4 kV
and all the related facilities versus those that are
used at 12 and 34, and try to conduct the sane type
of analysis that we've done for the secondary where
we woul d allocate parts of the systemto 4 kV and
parts to above 4 kV at a very high |evel.

| guess, |'m saying we've have to do
essentially the same thing that we've attenpted to do
here for the primary/secondary.

Q And you would agree with nme, would you not,
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that the primary/secondary analysis that you did in
this case was done at a very high |level ?

A G ven that the data that we had to work
with, it had to be.

Q And so the sanme analysis would be done at
very high level for the 12 kV separation, correct?

A If that's the manner in which M. Henphil
directed me to do it. |If he directed me to do the
actual cost of the 4 kV system it would be another
mat t er .

Q That would be a very different study than
the study for this case, right?

A Ri ght .

But that's part of

clarifying -- confirmng and clarifying with your

boss, what your boss wants you to do.

Q | understand.
MR. GOWER: That's all | have.
Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | think this is a good tine

for a 5-m nute break.
MR. ROBERTSON: Your Honor, at this time this, |
would like to move the adm ssion into evidence of the

direct testimny of Robert R. Stephens on behal f of
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| 1 EC. |  EC Exhibit 1.0, IIEC Exhibit 1.1, both of
which were filed on E-Docket on May 22, 2009; the
rebuttal testinony of M. Stephens, |1 EC Exhibit 3.0
and Il EC Exhibit 3.1, both of which were filed on
E- Docket on October 2, 2009. And M. Stephens'
affidavit I1EC 6.0 filed on E-Docket on November 3,
2009.

| would also move the adm ssion of the
direct testinmny and exhibits of M. David L. Stowe
for 11EC. IIEC 2.0 his direct testinony and I1EC
Exhibits 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 all filed on
E- Docket on May 22, 20009.

The rebuttal testimny and exhibits of
M. David L. Stowe for I1EC; IIEC Exhibit 4.0, his
rebuttal, together with IIEC Exhibit 4.1, 4.2, 4.3
and 4.4 all filed on the E-Docket on October 2, 2009.

And | would nmove the adm ssion of |1EC
Exhibit 7.0, M. Stowe's affidavit filed on the
E- Docket on November 3, 2009.

And, finally, I would nove the
adm ssion of the rebuttal testimny of the exhibit of
M. James R. Dauphinais for Il1EC, being IIEC 5.0, his
rebuttal testinony and I1EC 5.1 both filed on
E- Docket on October 2, 2009.
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And M. Dauphinais' affidavit being
IITEC 8.0 filed on the E-Docket on Novenber 3, 2009.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Spell M. Dauphinais for the
reporter.

MR. ROBERTSON: D-a-u-p-h-i-n-a-i-s and Stephens
is S-t-e-p-h-e-n.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Hearing no objection, I1EC
Exhibit 1.0, 1.1, 3.0, 3.1, 6.0, 2.0, 2.1 through
2.5, 4.0 and 4.1 through 4.4 and 7.0 and exhibits
5.0, 5.1 and 8.0 will all be admtted in the record.

MR. ROBERTSON: Thank you, your Honor.

(Wher eupon, 11EC Exhibit

Nos. 1.0, 1.1, 3.0, 3.1, 6.0,
2.0, 2.1 through 2.5, 4.0 and
4.1 through 4.4 and 7.0 and
Exhibits 5.0, 5.1 and 8.0 was
admtted into evidence.)

MR. TOWNSEND: Your Honor, while we are
perform ng cleanup here, | believe M. Rooney had
something to report back with regards to the
on-the-record data request for the updated swi tching
projections?

MR. ROONEY: Yes, your Honor, | confirmed that
t he Conpany has not devel oped any update yet. As
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M. Meehan testified yesterday, that process is
underway now, but there's no definitive update of the
information that we provided to all the parties

i ncludi ng REACT earlier this year in a data request
response.

MR. TOWNSEND: So the projections that we
received in that data request response are still
ConEd' s projections?

MR. ROONEY: That's correct.

MR. TOWNSEND: And we al so received sonme
additional information with regards to the
on-the-record data request with regards to
M . Meehan. And in particular, the work paper that
he referenced that was prepared by M. Tim Leahey,
correct?

MR. ROONEY: It was information that was
referenced by M. Meehan yesterday and he made
reference in work papers of M. Leahey. W pointed
towards two DR responses to counsel. One was REACT
2.42. And inside 2.42, it references a DR response
t hat the Conmpany provided to Peter Lazare 2.03 where
there was a work paper attached to that document, and
that's the document that M. Meehan was referencing
when we di scussed yesterday.
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So that was identified for counsel.

MR. TOWNSEND: Your Honors, we have copies of
t hose data request responses that we would like to
offer into evidence as REACT Cross-Exhibit -- |
suppose we do this has Meehan 18.

MR. ROONEY: | guess ny question at this point
before I -- for what purpose is this being offered?

MR. TOWNSEND: It's to reference what it was,
so that the record is conplete as to what it was that
M. Meehan was referencing when he said that he saw a
wor k paper that was prepared by M. Leahey related to
dividing the call center information regarding the
supply information versus the billing information.

And if this is what he was relying on,
the record should be clear as to what it was he was
relying on. W can make argunments as to whether or
not this actually contains any such information.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Did you give three to the
reporter?

MR. TOWNSEND: | have now.

MR. ROONEY: | guess, nmy only question is |'m
not sure about the arguments nmade to whether it
contains such information. This is a document that
he stated he relied upon. There is no factual
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wi tness otherwi se that could claimwhat is or isn't
in here.

REACT's had this information since
April of this year or May. | mean, if we want to
just include this docunment in the record for the
purpose that that's the document that M. Meehan said
he relied upon, | don't have any objection to that.

MR. TOWNSEND: That's fine. That's what we
wi Il have it admtted for then.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Okay.

(Wher eupon, Meehan Exhi bit
No. 18 was adm tted into
evi dence.)

JUDGE HAYNES: Before we go on, M. Gower, did
you want Cross-Exhibit 17? Did you want to nmove t hat
into the record?

M. Gower, did you want to nove
Cross-Exhibit 17 into the record?

MR. GOWER: No. Thank you, your Honor.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Okay. REACT Meehan
Cross-Exhibit 18 will be admtted into the record.

Did you have something you wanted to
say, M. Jolly?

MR. JOLLY: | guess that it's my understanding

617



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

while | was out of the room the City Exhibit 1.0,
City 2.0 revised were adm tted?
JUDGE HAYNES: And 3.0 the affidavit.
MR. JOLLY: Thank you.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yes. We're working for you
even when you're not here.
(Wher eupon, City Cross-Exhibit
Nos. 1.0, 2.0 revised and 3.0
were admtted into evidence.)
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Go ahead, M. Townsend.
MR. TOWNSEND: Thank you, your Honor.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. TOWNSEND:
Q Good afternoon, M. Alongi.
A Good afternoon.
Q My name is Christopher Townsend Appearing
on behalf of REACT, the Coalition to Request
Equi tabl e Allocation of Costs Together.
M. Alongi, you were the manager of
retail rates at ComEd, correct?
A That's correct.
Q And in that role, you plan and direct the

devel opnent and i nmpl ementation of ConEd's retail
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tariffs and revisions to those tariffs, correct?

A That's correct.

Q That includes the planning and direction of
ConEd's retail rate design, cost of service
activities, and retail rate adm nistration, right?

A That's correct, up until a point very
recently the cost of service responsibilities have
been nmoved from ny department, retail rates to -- |I'm
not sure what the department is called now, but it's
regul atory strategies and analysis, or sonething |ike
t hat . But it's basically under Ross Hemphill.

Q When did that happen?

A OCh, | don't know, maybe a nonth ago.

Q Was that as a result of the issues that

were raised in this it proceedi ng?
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A No.
Q You were present in the hearing room
t hroughout yesterday's hearing, correct?

A Yes, | was.

Q So you know that ComEd W t nesses Henphill

Hei nt z and Meehan repeatedly deferred to you on a

number of issues, right?

A Unfortunately, | understand that they did

defer some items to me, yes.
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Q We'll try to get those itenms, as well as
some ot her questions here today?

A Okay.

Q You woul d agree that costs shall be
al l ocated as precisely as reasonably possible to a
group of customers who benefit from the particul ar
services provided by ConEd, correct?

A Well, the level of precision that's
achievable is directly related to the |level of detail
and the data.

So to the extent that the detail is
there will determ ne the level of precision.

But at a high level, we want the cost
al l ocated to customers as precisely as we can, but
t hat depends on the level of detail in the data.

Q So costs associated with providing service
to one class of customers should be recovered in
rates charged to that group of custoners as precisely
as you can?

A As precisely as the data allows, that's
correct.

Q And the costs associated with providing
service to more than one class of custoners should be
recovered by allocating costs anong the classes that
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receive that service, right?

A Yes.

Q And you agree with Dr. Hemphill that ComEd
shoul d adhere to the fundanmental cost of price
principles, right?

A Yes.

Q Fundanment al cost price principles is
anot her way of saying assigning costs to the cost
causer, right?

A That's one of the principles. | mean,
there's rate stability, gradualization. There's a
nunber of principles.

But, yes, fundanentally where we want
to end up at is cost-base rates.

Q And you're famliar with the final order in
Docket No. 07-0566, the 2007 ConmEd rate case, right?

A Yes.

Q You testified in that case, right?

A | did.

Q And in ComEd's 2007 rate case and in this
proceedi ng, ConmEd recommends using an enbedded
cost-of-service study, right?

A The Conmm ssion has directed the Conmpany to
use embedded cost-of-service studies in the |ast
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several cases, | guess |I'd say, and the rules require
only that we file an embedded cost study.

Q There was a specific directive fromthe
Commerce Comm ssion itself defining how it is that
ComEd has to submt its cost-of-service study?

A Maybe | can clarify, the Conmm ssion
rejected the margi nal cost-of-service study in at
| east two cases that we filed for distribution rates.
And subsequently changed the rule to require only a
rate of cost-of-service study.

So | think it's fair to say, the
Comm ssi on endorses the embedded cost-of-service
study approach.

Q You're aware that in ConkEd' s 2007 rate
case, the Comm ssion reached some concl usions that
were highly critical of ComEd's embedded
cost-of-service study, right?

A They raised some concerns.

Q Well, you understand that the Conmm ssion
found that ConEd's embedded cost-of-service study
failed in several respects to properly allocate
significant costs to the cost-causers, right?

MR. ROONEY: | guess | object to the question.
The order speaks for itself as to what the Conm ssion
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f ound.

MR. TOWNSEND: | ' m asking his understandi ng.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Overrul ed.

THE W TNESS: | think the Comm ssion expressed
some concerns about the cost allocation using the
enbedded cost-of-service study that we submtted in
the |last rate case.

| think they pointed out that they
believed there should be some distinction between the
primary and secondary voltage |evels.

| think they identified uncollectibles
for residential customers as an area that needed to
be | ooked at. They identified customer-care costs,
whet her they should be allocated between distribution
and supplies, another area they were interested in
taking a further look at in this docket.

They identified street-lighting,
ownership of facilities as an area to | ook at and
certain customer-related costs or | think they were
call ed customer-installation costs that they wanted
us to |l ook at as to whether they were caused by usage
versus custoners.

So | think those areas were pretty
wel | -defined where they were concerned.
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BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q

wel |,

the Comm ssion concl uded that the

ComEd enbedded cost-of-service study in the 2000 rate

case was so flawed that it was problematic for them

to even rely upon it

proceedi ng.

A

Isn't t

to set the rates in that

hat your understanding?

| believe they did rely on it.

bel i

eve we set rates based upon that

cost-of-service study with the exception of the

extra-large |l oad class, the high-voltage class and

the railroad class having their distribution

facilities charged nmoved only 25 percent towards the

costs that

of course,

up the costs that

cl asses.

Q

came out

t he ot her

of the enbedded cost study. And,

nonresi dential customers picked

weren't assigned to those three

But they did that recognizing that there

was substanti al

defi

ciencies in the embedded

cost-of-service study, correct?

A

| anguage,

| don't

recall them using that particul ar

but if you want to point me to it, I'II

take a | ook.

Q

Sur e.

wi ||

hand you what's been previously
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mar ked as REACT Cross-Exhibit Henmphill 1 and ask you
to turn to Page 213 of that excerpt fromthe
Comm ssion's order.
MR. TOWNSEND: Your Honors, do you need anot her
copy?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: No t hanks.
JUDGE HAYNES: No.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: We wrote it.
(Laughter.)
THE W TNESS: OCkay. "' m | ooking at 213.
Sorry, but what | can't tell is if
this is part of the Comm ssion's concl usion.
MR. TOWNSEND: Well, why don't you take a
m nute and read that to see whether or not it reads
| i ke the Comm ssion's concl usion.
MR. ROONEY: It either is or isn't.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:
Q You can start at bottom of
Page 207 for exanple where it says, "The Comm ssion
is not convinced that either position is correct.
On 212, it tal ks about many
intervenors taking issue with something.
At the top of 213, it says "The

Comm ssion finds the enbedded cost-of-service study
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fails in several respects to properly allocate
significant costs to cost-causers and to correctly
measure the cost of service of various classes and
subcl asses, right?

A That's what it says, right.

Q Does that sound |like a Conmm ssion
concl usion?

A Yes, it does.

When it says "The Comm ssion finds," |
woul d agree that sounds |ike a Comm ssion concl usion.

Q Ri ght .

And then the third paragraph on 213
begi ns, "The Comm ssion disagrees."”
Correct?

A Yes.

Q And the second sentence says, "However, as
we' ve noted, the substantial deficiencies and
specific elements in the enbedded cost-of-service
study render it problematic for purposes of rate
setting in this docket."

Ri ght ?

A Yes, it says that, yes.

Q So you agree then that the Comm ssion found
to problematic to even rely upon the enbedded
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cost-of-service study to set rates in that
proceedi ng, right?

A That's what that sentence says, but we did
set rates based on that cost-of-service study.

Q But they found it so troubling that they
had to open up a second investigation, this
proceeding, in order to |look into specific areas and
actually re-exam ne the rate design, correct?

A Yes.

Q You understand that the Conm ssion
specifically expressed concerns related to the
all ocation of customer-care costs, right?

A That was one of the itenms identified, yes.

Q You understand that the custonmer-care costs
are those costs associated with ComEd providing
billing and customer service, right?

A Customer-care costs include billing and
customer service, yes.

Q And you understand the question regarding
customer-care costs i s whether ComEd has properly
all ocated the customer-care costs to the supply
function in its delivery function, right?

A Correct.

Q And you agree that ComEd incurs
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customer-care costs associated with both its supply
function and its delivery function, right?

A | think that's really a subject of
M. Meehan's testinmony. | did not testify on
customer care.

Q Well, actually, he deferred to you on sone
of the questions with regards to the actual costs of
customer care, but we'll get into that further.

You woul dn't have any reason to
di sagree with M. Meehan's concl usion that ComEd
i ncurs customer-care costs associated with both its
supply and its delivery function, would you?

A If that's what M. Meehan testified to,
woul dn't di sagree.

Q Well, you were here. You heard himtestify
to that yesterday, right?

A | can't say | listened to every single
word, but | was here.

Q And we had an exchange with M. Meehan and
your name came up, actually, as to one of the

wi t nesses that could address some of those issues,

right?
A | do recall.
Q And so -- would you agree that
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supply-related customer-care costs should be
recovered in ConmEd supply rates?
MR. ROONEY: Obj ection. This -- the wi tness
has testified already. It's asked and answer ed.
He isn't the witness on this point.
M . Meehan handed off specific questions, not the
entire issue to M. Alongi.

MR. TOWNSEND: Again, M. Alongi is the person

who - -

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: |f he knows the answer, he can
answer it.

MR. TOWNSEND: -- who designs the retail rate
desi gn.

THE W TNESS: " m sorry.

What was the question?
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q To the extent ComEd incurs supply-rel ated
customer-care costs, do you agree that those costs
shoul d be recovered in ConEd supply rates?

A No.

Q So if ComEd incurs supply-rel ated
customer-care costs that ComkEd can identify as being
rel ated solely to the supply side of its business,
your testimony is that those costs should be
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attributed to the delivery services' rates?

A | think the key word there is "solely."

Q Okay. So you would agree that to the
extent that ConmEd can identify customer-care costs
that are solely supply-related, those should be
recovered in the supply rates?

A Well, | guess, I'mlooking at ny ConEd
Exhibit 1.0, Page 27, where | gave some history on
the supply adm nistration costs.

And | referenced at Lines 569 through
591 sonme gui dance that the Comm ssion gave with
respect to what was then called the Supply
Adm ni stration Costs in ComkEd's 2007 Procurenment
Proceedi ng.

And in that proceeding, as | indicated
in nmy testinony, Staff was concerned that ConEd
Procurement Tariff would create an inappropriate
incentive to inflate the supply rate and argued to
limt the scope of the supply tariff, Rider PE
Purchased Electricity, to recover only those
adm nistrative costs that directly result from
ConEd' s di scharge of its supply responsibilities, but
not comon costs that m ght otherw se be applicable

to supply.
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And in response to that, in the tariff
that we filed in conmpliance with that order, there is
a provision that says ComkEd makes it clear that the
internal and adm nistrative costs that will flow
t hrough the rider are incurred solely as a result of

ComEd neeting its statutory procurement obligation.

So, | guess, in ny mnd, | don't
believe customer-care costs fall into that category.
Q Don't fall into what category?
A Costs that's solely related to the

di scharge of ComEd's responsibilities in the
procurenment of supplies.

Q So that's what the Conm ssion had
instructed ComkEd to follow, correct?

A Yes.

Q As a matter of ratemaking principles, would
you agree that supply-related custoner-care costs
shoul d be recovered in ConEd supply rates?

MR. ROONEY: Objection. It's beyond his
testinony.

He's not the policy witness talking
about this issue.

MR. TOWNSEND: He's the head of ConEd's retail
rate design.
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: He is not the policy witness,
but you ought to know the policy.

MR. ROONEY: But his testimny doesn't even
touch upon this anywhere in his testinmny, your
Honor .

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | f he knows what the policy
is, he can answer the question.

|f he doesn't, he can say he doesn't
know.

THE W TNESS: Well, under ComEd's policy in
this case, we would not allocate those customer-care
costs to supply.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:
Q | understand that's what you've done here.
The question is: As a matter of
rat emaki ng principle, would you agree that
supply-related customer-care costs shoul d be
recovered in supply rates?

A | can agree that they could be, but | can't
agree that they should be.

Q And the reason that you don't say that they
shoul d be is because of a prior Conmm ssion directive,
correct?

A Yes.
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Q And the Comm ssion also directed ConEd in
this case to | ook at the customer-care cost issue
again, correct?

A They did.

(Wher eupon, there was
a change of reporters.)
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Woul d you agree that REACT, through the
testimony of M. Merola, has presented an argunent
t hat there should be an allocation of a percentage of
the customer care costs to ComEd's supply function?

A | agree that's what M. Merola testified
to, yes.

Q You'd agree that M. Merola doesn't argue
that all of the customer care costs should be

all ocated to the supply function, right?

A He does not.
Q | nstead, M. Merola recommends that a
percentage -- about 31 percent -- of the total

revenue requirenments for customer care be allocated
to the supply function, right?

A | don't recall the exact percentage. I
recall a figure of $88 mllion or something like
t hat .
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Q There were some customer care costs that
ComEd has directly assigned to the supply function,
correct?

A That's correct.

Q And we discussed those with yesterday with
M. Meehan, the witness that the conmpany had
presented on the allocation of customer care costs,
right?

A Yes.

Q And | believe M. Meehan deferred to you on
that item with regards to the specific allocation,
correct?

A | believe that's true.

Q Woul d you agree that under ComEd's embedded
cost of service study, .04 percent of the total
revenue requirenments for customer care would be
all ocated to the supply function?

A | "' m not sure what the percentage is. I
recall that there was a 1 $12,000 or so of electric
service station department -- or I'msorry --
el ectric supplier service departnment costs that were
al l ocated to supply, and they are part of the
customer care operations.

Q And yesterday, M. Meehan indicated that
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you'd be the appropriate person to talk to about the

way in which the $112,482 of customer care costs were

attributed to ConEd's supply costs, right?
A | believe he may have deferred that to ne.
Q Do you have in front of you what's been
previously marked as REACT Cross Exhibit Meehan 10?
A No.
MR. TOWNSEND: May | approach?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yes.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q "1l hand you what's been previously marked

as REACT Cross-Exam ne Meehan 10. |"d ask you to
turn to Page 5 of 6. Let nme know once you've had a
chance to review that.

A Okay.

JUDGE HAYNES: Go ahead.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And did you review this yesterday after we

had presented this to M. Meehan?

A | borrowed a copy from M. Gower, yes.
Q What is ESSD?

A El ectric supplier services departnment.
Q What functions do the enpl oyees in that

department perform?
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MR. ROONEY: Obj ection, your Honor. This --
this -- first of all, this is testinony -- this is an
exhibit fromthe '07 rate case. It's not part of
this case, and M. Meehan went through the
description of the different areas in his testinmony.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: This document has been
admtted. | think he can ask a question if it's
f oundati on or. ..

THE W TNESS: My under standi ng of the
activities performed by ESSD are to interface with
retail electric suppliers to manage -- they're DASRS,
D-A-S-R-S, direct access service requests -- when
customers switch suppliers either from ConmEd to an
alternative supplier or froman alternative supplier
to ConmEd.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And just to be clear, that this -- ComEd
Exhibit 12.3 was something that you sponsored in the
2007 rate case, correct?

A Yes, it is.

Q Woul d you agree that ESSD costs are conmmon
costs, that is, the ESSD services support both
ConmEd' s supplier function and its delivery services
function?
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A No, they're responsible for interfacing
with suppliers and managi ng switches of supply.

Q So are you suggesting that ESSD is solely
related to the supply function of ComEd?

A Well, the portion that they identified,
which | guess is 18 percent of the ESSD costs.
Because I'mnot famliar with the other activities
ot her than what was outlined in this document, |
guess | can't comment.

Q Well, | guess, based on this docunment, you
woul d concl ude that there are other activities that
are delivery services related, correct?

A | don't know what the other activities are.
| suppose you could conclude that, by default,
they're delivery, but | guess |I don't know that.

Q But that's what you would concl ude | ooking
at this document, correct?

A Li kely, yes.

Q And as you indicated, this document
suggests that ConmEd has determ ned that 18 percent of
the costs associated with the ESSD were related to
supply, right?

A That's correct.

Q And this was done based on an estimte of
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the activities that the staff in that department
conducted, correct?

A That's correct.

Q And that determ ned estimated | abor costs
related to the supply function for the ESSD team, is
t hat correct?

A | believe this is all |abor, yes.

Q And that | abor allocator was only used to
all ocate the enployees' time, right? It wasn't used
to allocate the fixed costs associated with ESSD?

A |'m not famliar with what fixed costs ESSD
m ght have, but this relates only to the | abor.

Q Well, you could have cal cul ated what fixed
costs ESSD team has, right?

MR. ROONEY: Objection, your Honor. He said he
doesn't know what all the functions are at ESSD.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yeah.

MR. TOWNSEND: But - -

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | think that's reasonable.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q But you don't need to know all the
functions in order to be able to understand the fixed
costs associated with the team do you?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: You asked himif he could
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cal cul ate the cost. | f he doesn't know what the
function is, how is he going to calculate the cost?
Maybe start another question. Try
anot her questi on.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:
Q The fixed costs associated with a
particul ar team would include what types of costs?
A group of enployees would have what
type of fixed costs associated with thent?
MR. ROONEY: Objection. He's asking to witness
to specul ate on --
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: No, he -- he's the witness who

ought to know this, it seens to ne.

Overrul ed.
THE W TNESS: Well, | am not actually the cost
of service witness, but | will attenmpt to answer.

| believe the fixed costs m ght relate
to computer equipment, the building that they're in,
t hose type of things.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And for some costs, ComEd uses a | abor
all ocator in order to be able to determ ne the anount
that's used in the embedded cost of service study,
right?
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A | know that there's |abor allocators and
general allocators, but that's the extent that |
know.

Q Well, a | abor allocate -- well, strike
t hat .

A sim |l ar methodol ogy that was used
for the ESSD team could have been used related to
ConmEd's billing services, right?

A For what purpose?

Q There could have been an estimate as to the
amount of time that was devoted to supply-rel ated
i ssues going through the detail simlar to what was
done for the ESSD team right?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ecti on, your Honor.

M. Meehan is the witness who prepared
t he avoi ded cost study related to customer care costs
and this witness did not do that. The question that
was handed off was from M. Meehan yesterday to
M. Alongi was the derivation of the $112, 000.

M. Meehan testified he had never seen this docunment
before and that's why it was handed off to
M. Al ongi.

The question he's asking M. Alongi to

tal k about what took place or what could have taken
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place in the -- in the devel opnent of the avoided

cost study. That's -- that is not within the

testinony of M. Alongi and it wasn't deferred to him

yest erday.

MR. TOWNSEND: It was deferred to him
yesterday. This is exactly what the |line of
guestioning that was deferred to M. Al ongi
yest erday.

And -- and | couldn't have gone down
that line with M. Meehan because he didn't -- he'd
never seen this document before. This w tness, on
t he other hand, sponsored this docunent in the |ast
rate case.

MR. ROONEY: He sponsored a document for
purposes of derivation of $112,000. MWhat this
guestion he's asking is for then M. Alongi to
conmpare what took place or could have taken place
with regard to the study in this case.

He didn't hand off this entire line of

gquestioning, clearly. He only handed off the fact

that how this $112, 000 was derived. And |I'Il get the

transcript here in a monent.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: You know, this isn't a

tag-team thing. Somebody's got to answer these
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guesti ons.

The thing with this document yesterday
was that they said it was -- it wasn't his docunent.
He hadn't seen it before. Ei t her he knows the answer
or he doesn't know the answer, but he should give an
answer .

MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, | don't disagree with
the $112, 000. That's not the question that was being
posed, your Honor.

May | ask to have the question read
back.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Sur e.

(Record read as requested.)

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Maybe you should -- can you
reformul ate that a little bit, make it a little nore
concrete?

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q In order to calculate the costs associ ated
with the ESSD enpl oyee time, there was an estimte of
t he amount of time that was related to supply,
correct?

A Correct.

Q And that estimate then was used to be able
to calculate a potential cost or an actual cost that
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you used in the embedded cost of service study,

right?

A | don't recall if -- if these results went
into the embedded cost of service study. | seem to
recall that they did. | believe that there was a

colum called supply adm nistration costs. And then
got all ocat ed.

So if nmy understanding is correct on
that, then they did get used in the embedded cost of
service study, yes.

Q Using a | abor allocator, right?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Pl ease turn your cell phones
on silent node.

THE W TNESS: For this particular cost, | guess
you would consider this a type of |abor allocator.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And a sim | ar methodol ogy of estimating the
| abor for the billing department could have been done
in order to be able to estimate the amount of time
that the employees in the billing department use for
supply-related time, correct?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ecti on.

THE W TNESS: In the --

MR. ROONEY: And | guess it's unclear. Are you
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asking with regard to the study that was done or
could have been done on the customer care cost issue,
M . Townsend?

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q s it possible to conduct a simlar type of
analysis for the billing department as what was done
for the electricity supplier services department?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Go ahead and answer the
gquesti on.

THE W TNESS: In the 2007 rate case or in the
current case or either?

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Ei t her one. Let's do both.

A I mean --

Q Is there a difference?

A In the 2007 rate case, we sinply didn't do
t hat .

Q You didn't do it --

A Ri ght .

Q -- but could you have done it?

A ' m not fam |liar enough with the other

customer care costs to know if they're readily
identified as supply versus delivery.
Assum ng that they are, | suppose you
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could say that it could be, but I don't know enough
about that to say that's feasible.

Q Woul d you agree that a sim |l ar methodol ogy
could have been used for the call center to try to
estimate the anpunt of enployee tinme spent addressing
supply issues in association with the call center and
then allocating the enployee time costs?

A My understanding fromreading M. Meehan's
testinony is that they don't track costs in their
activity by supply versus delivery. So | would say
no.

Q Just because they don't specifically track
that time, do you think it would be inmpossible for

them to be able to estimate that time?

A | don't know on what basis you could
estimate it, if it's not tracked.
Q Do you know whether the time associ ated

with the 18 percent of ESSD costs in 2006 was actual
or estimated?
A | believe it was estimated.
Q Okay. And so do you believe that they
actually tracked the costs in the ESSD or do you
t hink that that was based on some other information?
A | think they had a good idea of how they
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spent their time on certain specific activities which
coul d be esti mat ed. | don't believe that's the case
with customer care.

Q Did ComEd make that inquiry?

A | don't know. | think that is part what of
M . Meehan | ooked at.

Q Well, when it came to analyzing ComEd's
ot her customer care costs, aside fromthe ESSD, ConEd
did not make a simlar estimte of the apportion of
empl oyee time that was related to the supply
function, correct?

A That's correct.

MR. ROONEY: For what period?

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q They didn't do it for any period, did they,
M. Alongi?

A No.

Q Never have?

A Not to nmy knowl edge.

Q Now, M. Meehan agreed yesterday that his
anal ysis used an avoi ded cost methodology to try to
answer the Comm ssion's directive in this case about
customer care costs, right?

A That's correct.
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Q And you agree that an avoi ded cost
met hodol ogy is different than the embedded cost
met hodol ogy that M. Merola used in his analysis,
right?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ecti on.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: \What's your objection?

MR. ROONEY: M. Alongi didn't present

testimony on the conmpari sons between the two

anal yses.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Well, he can answer the
question if he knows the answer. |f he doesn't know
the answer, he can say "I don't know."

THE W TNESS: They're two different anal yses.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Ri ght. And M. Meehan uses avoi ded cost
met hodol ogy and M. Merola uses enbedded cost
met hodol ogy, right?

A M. Merola | ooked at enbedded costs and

think attempted to determ ne what portion he believed

related to supply versus delivery. If that's what
you call enbedded cost, | agree that's what he did.
Q Well, you agree that enbedded cost

met hodol ogy requires a nunber of assunptions, even
i ncluding your -- ConmEd's embedded cost of service
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study, correct?

A Yes, | would agree. | mean, there's
deci si ons made on which allocators to use for certain
costs.

Q And sometimes you don't even have the
information, right, and so you have to use
engi neering judgment or some other judgment, right?

A There are certainly judgments that are made
in designing an embedded cost of service study.

Q We' Il get back to that.

But you understand that the initiating
order in this case requires the study that, quote,
anal yzes the cost of providing customer care to a
customer taking supply from an alternative supplier
versus the cost of providing customer care to a
customer taking supply from ComEd, right?

A That's correct.

Q So it specifically requires an anal ysis of
the cost of providing the customer care, right?

MR. ROONEY: Objection, your Honor. The order
speaks for itself, A

B, again --

MR. TOWNSEND: "Il withdraw the question. A
and B.
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BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q It does not -- the order -- it's your
understanding that the initiating order in this case
did not direct ComEd to use an avoi ded cost
met hodol ogy to analyze customer care, correct?

A It didn't direct one way or the other.

Q It didn't direct ComEd to analyze various
switching scenarios, did it?

MR. ROONEY: OCkay. This -- M. Alongi is not
the witness that testified to customer care costs and
the manner in which the Conpany conducted the
analysis to meet the requirements of the Comm ssion's
initiating order.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Well, | think he can answer
t he question if he knows the answer. | f he doesn't
know t he answer, then he doesn't have to answer.

MR. ROONEY: Thank you, your Honor.

THE W TNESS: Coul d you --

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q The Comm ssion did not direct ComEd to
anal yze various switching scenarios in order to be
able to calculate its customer care costs, correct?

A In the initiating order, | don't recal
seeing anyt hing about analyzing switching statistics
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specifically, no.

Q And the Comm ssion staff didn't present any
testimony in the 2007 rate case or in this proceeding
requesting the Conmpany to use an avoi ded cost
met hodol ogy to anal yze customer care costs, did it?

A | don't have any recollection of whether
they did or didn't.

Q Well, you're aware that the Comm ssion has
i ndicated a preference for the Conpany to use an
embedded cost nmethod in its overall cost of service
study, right?

A Yes, | believe |I've already indicated that
t hey' ve endorsed an enmbedded cost of service study.

Q And you're not aware of any other costs
included in ConEd's embedded cost of service study
that are allocated using an avoided cost methodol ogy,
are you?

A Not to nmy knowl edge.

Q In fact, there's not a single other
category of costs in ConmkEd's embedded cost of service
study that's allocated using an avoi ded cost nmet hod,
right?

A ' m not that famliar with the embedded
cost, but not to nmy know edge. | just don't know.
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Q You woul d agree that even under the revised
embedded cost of service study presented in this
proceedi ng, the percentage rate increases that ConEd
is proposing are substantially higher for the 79
customers in the extra |large and high voltage,
over-ten-megawatt customer classes than for other

classes, right?

A In this case?

Q Yes.

A Well, again, we're not proposing any rates,
but we provided some illustrative rates for the

Comm ssion's use.

And the rates for the extra | arge
| oad, high voltage and railroad classes if set at
equal percentage of enbedded cost, 100 percent would
be | arger increases than for the other classes.

Q Substantially |arger?

Well, you'd -- | withdraw it.

You woul d acknowl edge that in
M. Fults' Figure 1 on Page 24 of his direct
testimony, he presents a chart entitled ComEd's
proposed percentage increase in nonresidential
customer class distribution facility charge using the
revi sed ECOSS, right?
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A Was this --

Q "1l -- yesterday, we marked a portion of
t hat as REACT Cross-Exam ne -- Cross-Exam nation
Henmphi I | 5.

May | approach, your Honor?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yes.

MR. TOWNSEND: Would you like --

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: No. Thanks.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And does -- does that accurately reflect
the increases that ComEd's revised -- revised ECOSS
would result in if the Comm ssion were to adopt that
as a basis for setting rates?

A | guess, for one thing, | can't tell in the
Column E revised ECOSS PS split what percentage that
is in relation to which colums, A B, C

There's a column that starts out

pre-September 16, '08 rates, which is --

Q | guess - -
A -- which is prior to the last rate case.
Q | guess you're | ooking at the wrong chart.

| asked you to | ook at Figure 1.
A Ckay.
Q Does that show the relative magnitude of
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the rate increases that would result if the
Comm ssion were to adopt ConEd's revised ECOSS?

A | believe the bars in the chart in Table 1
relate to the percentages shown in Table 2, and I
still don't have a full understandi ng of the
percentages in Table 2.

Am | m ssing something?

Q No, they certainly relate. "' mjust asking
you first about the magnitude of the increases as
reflected in Figure 1.

A But | guess what | want to understand, are
t hose increases from something prior to the last rate
case or are they fromthe rate case to now?

Q Ri ght . Those are increases prior -- from
the rates that were in effect prior to the last rate
case reflecting first the increase that was adopted
in the final order in Docket No. 07-0566, and then
what woul d happen if ConEd's revised ECOSS that it's
presented in this case were adopted?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Are you preparing to answer
t he question or are you just --

THE W TNESS: |"mtrying to understand which
percentage i s which.

From what | can tell, the percentages
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t hat have been calculated in Colum E of Table 2
which are reflected in the bars in Table 1 reflect a
change from prior to the last rate case to the
illustrative rates reflecting a primary-secondary
split. And | guess |'m questioning why that's an
appropriate percentage to even |ook at, for one.

But if it is, the magnitude of the
bars on Table 1 reflect the relative change in rates
fromprior to the last rate case, but | would want to
emphasi ze that's only because it reflects the cost of
service as determ ned under the enbedded cost of
service study.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: As opposed to what? As
opposed to actual rates?

THE W TNESS: All I'mtrying to clarify is that
the increase results from setting rates based upon
the primary-secondary split based upon cost versus
the rates that are -- were in effect prior to the
| ast rate case.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And the Comm ssion set --

A | mean, to nme, we've already made one step,
and that's conpletely ignored in this conparison and
it exaggerates the percent inpact.
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. W can figure that
out . | think -- but this is just arithmetic and
you're comparing the numbers in Colum A with the
nunbers in Column C, and | think his questions relate
to are the cal cul ati ons and percentages as
represented in the graph above accurate.

And if you | ook at the numbers, |
mean, your counsel can argue - -

THE W TNESS: They're represented -- yeah, |
under stand t hat .

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: -- this isn't a rel evant
comparison; but the question is, if you make the
comparison, is that accurate?

THE W TNESS: It | ooks to be accurate and | do
guestion the relative -- or the relevance --

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Okay. Fi ne.

THE W TNESS: -- of that conparison.

Thank you.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Now, M. Heintz yesterday pointed out that
ComEd did make some nodifications to the enbedded
cost of service it initially presented in this case,
right?

A ' m sorry. | was out in left field.
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Q So, yesterday, we tal ked about this chart
with M. Heintz and he indicated that there were some
modi fications to the ECOSS.

So that he was questioning whether the
numbers reflected in Table 2 were updated to refl ect
the revised figures in the ECOSS. Do you recal
t hat ?

A Not specifically, but | accept that it
occurred.

Q And ConEd did make revisions in the ECOSS
in your rebuttal testinony, right?

A That's correct, based upon some of the
sanmpling that we undertook after receiving sonme
criticismon engineering judgnents.

Q Now, the changes that were made did not
result in major changes in the actual cost
all ocations, did they?

A No, they -- the changes were fairly
insignificant as far as the overall inpact.

MR. TOWNSEND: May | approach, your Honor?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yes.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q "1l hand you what's being marked as REACT

Cross Exhibit Alongi 14? 157
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: 19.
MR. TOWNSEND: 19.
(Wher eupon, REACT Cross Al ongi
Exhi bit No. 19 was
mar ked for identification
as of this date.)
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And that's a one-page exhibit that has two
different charts on it. The first chart is entitled
the Summary of Distribution Facility Charges For
Nonr esi dential Customers, ComkEd ECOSS on Direct, and
the second chart is a summary of distribution
facilities' charges for nonresidential customers,
ComEd ECOSS on Rebuttal, correct?

A Yes.

Q And in Colum E, the nunbers are virtually
i dentical between the two, correct?

A That's correct.

Q And woul d you agree that in order to be
able to determne the distribution facilities'
charges on rebuttal, that it would be appropriate to
| ook at ComEd Exhibit 6.3-B?

A | believe that's the correct exhibit for

the primary-secondary only.
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Q And so the percentages don't really vary or
per haps vary by one percent in terms of the
di fferences between your direct testimny and your
rebuttal testinony, right?

A Very smal |l variance, correct.

Q And in M. Fults' rebuttal testinony, he
put the percentage into real dollar figures, right?

A As | recall, he did some cal cul ati ons for,
| guess what | would describe as hypothetical
customers.

Q And | think that we distributed that

yesterday as a cross exhibit with M. Henphill as
wel | . Do you have in front of you REACT
Cross- Exam nati on Exhi bit Hemphill 67

A No.

MR. TOWNSEND: May | approach, your Honor?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Yes.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Do you now have in front of you what has
been previously marked as REACT Cross-Exam nation
Exhi bit Henphill 67?

A Yes, | do.

Q And does that reflect the increases that
t he various hypothetical customers would receive if
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t he Conmm ssion were to accept the enbedded cost of
service study that ConmEd has proposed in this rate
case?

A Again, I'Il just try to clarify. W
haven't proposed any rates in this proceeding.

Q | understand. |f the Comm ssion were to
accept ComEd's embedded cost of service study that it
presented in this case as a basis for setting rates,
do you agree that those are the increases that those
customers would receive?

A Can't say |'ve gone through the math.

' m assum ng what M. Fults did was
take the demands that he shows as custonmer size and
probably for simplicity, multiplied that demand by
the distribution facilities charge in effect at

what ever time you're | ooking at and based upon

what ever exhi bit. And |I'm assum ng he did the math
correctly.
Q Well, first of all, it does note at the

bottom of that as to how it is that he cal cul ated
this, right?

It says, The increase is calcul ated by
mul tiplying the monthly kWtimes 12 nonths tinmes the
dol I ar per kWincrease in distribution facilities
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charge, right?

A Yes.

Q And that was presented in his direct
testinmony, right?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | mean, this is on rebuttal.
Do we really need to go through this?

THE W TNESS: This is rebuttal, | think.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q ' m sorry. It's rebuttal testinmony, right?

A Yes.

Q And ConEd didn't present its own analysis
of customer inpacts of its proposal -- of its
embedded cost of service study, did it?

A We provided impacts for certain customer
classes. We didn't do individual customers and we
didn't provide total bill inmpacts for customers over
400 kil owatts, as | recall.

Q And are you aware of --

A So, | nmean, we didn't do a conparable
analysis |like this.

Q And are you aware of any ComEd witness that
gquestioned M. Fults' calculation of the doll ar
i mpact of ConEd's proposed ECOSS upon these
customers?
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A No, | don't have any recollection of that.
No.

Q Now, this is a question that Dr. Henphill
directed to you.

Are you aware of any substanti al
change in usage patterns anong the over-ten-megawatt
customers in the |ast few years that would justify
t hat huge increase?

A | *'m not aware of any change in usage. But
what is driving the change is trying to institute
costs -- or charges that are based upon the cl ass
costs.

Q Based upon ConEd's enbedded cost of service
study that the Conmm ssion said that was problematic
to use or rely upon for setting rates, right?

A Well, this conpared --

MR. ROONEY: Objection -- objection to the
guestion, your Honor.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: It's argumentative.

Sust ai ned.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q So |'"'m sorry. You agree then that there
was not a change in the usage patterns of the
over-ten-megawatt customers that drove that change,
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correct?
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Asked and answer ed.
Sust ai ned.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q You're not aware of any substantial change
in the amount of ComEd plant that was used to provide
service to the over-ten-megawatt customers in the
| ast few years that would justify that enormous rate
i ncrease, are you?

A That's part of the enbedded cost of service
study and |I'm not aware of any such change.

Q Woul d you agree that ConEd | acks direct
knowl edge of how sonme costs are incurred?

A There's many, many departments that manage
their own budgets and | assune that those departnments
know what causes the costs of their departnents to be
i ncurred.

So | don't believe that there's that
| ack of understandi ng what drives costs.

Q Wel |, REACT has repeatedly asked for
information about facilities that are used to serve
the | argest customers, right?

A Yes.

Q And ConEd has repeatedly said that it
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doesn't have that information, right?

A We' ve made avail able certain information
that includes one-line diagrams, circuit maps of the
facilities that serve the nine REACT custoners. So
froma facilities standpoint, | think that
informati on has been made avail abl e.

What is difficult, if not inpossible,
to do is tie actual costs to those facilities.

Q Well, actually, with regards to the nine
REACT menbers, you didn't provide information with
regards to three of them right?

A Don't recall offhand. That may be the
case.

Q Well, M. Fults noted that in his rebutta
testinony, right, that ComEd failed to provide any
information with regards to three of the nine
menmber s?

A | do recall M. Fults testifying to that.

Q And you didn't take issue with that
statement, did you?

A No.

Q Are you aware of any other ComEd wi tness
that took issue with that statenment?

A No.
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Q And do you have any basis to take issue
with that statement?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ecti on, your Honor. At this
point, this is a discovery dispute.

If he's asserting that we didn't
provide -- we've been down this road a ot of times.
And if he's trying to go down a discovery dispute, he
shoul d have brought a proper nmotion for doing so.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD:  Well, | think he can answer
t he questi on.

THE W TNESS: | just don't recall if we
provi ded off -- or provided -- made avail able these
one-line diagrams and circuit maps for all nine or
for six of the nine. | just don't recall.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q You admt that ConmEd has repeatedly invoked
the term "engi neering judgment" to explain its cost
approach in this proceeding, right?

A Yes.

Q And it -- ComEd used engi neering judgnment
because it claimed it |acked direct know edge
regarding certain costs, right?

A We | acked specific data that could tell us
specifically whether certain facilities were primary
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or secondary. That was the context in which we used
t hose engi neering judgments.

Q And you'll acknow edge that a nunber of
parties, including Comm ssion Staff and REACT, raised
guesti ons about the validity of using engineering
judgment to answer the questions that the Conm ssion
rai sed, right?

A There were several parties that expressed
concerns about the accuracy of the analysis that was
performed because we did use engi neering judgments,
yes.

Q And as it turned out, your rebuttal
testi nony acknow edged that ComEd made a nunber of
i naccurate assunptions when it relied solely upon its
engi neering judgment, right?

A Some of our engineering estimtes or
judgments were revised. They were adjusted, yes.

Q And ConEd reached that conclusion after it
undert ook some extremely limted visual sampling of a
[imted number of physical facilities, right?

A We | ooked at maps. And | guess by the
visual inspection, | think the visual inspection was
of certain maps; not the facilities in the field
itself.
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Q But you agree that the sanpling was very
smal |, right?

A Right. W had a very limted amount of
time between the time that we received staff and
intervenor direct testimony to the tinme we had to
file rebuttal. And in that short period of tine --

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: It's just a yes or no
gquesti on. Now, either you agree or you don't agree.

THE W TNESS: Can | ask what the question was?

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Yeah. It was a really tiny sanple size,
right?
A Yes.

Q And REACT wasn't alone in questioning the
size of the sanples, right?

A | don't recall.

Q Well, do you recall staff witness Lazare
saying that the sanmpling analysis denonstrates the
limtation of using engineering judgnments alone to
identify primary and secondary costs on the ComEd
system and that there's a clear need to expand the
scope of visual inspections to test those judgments
and produce an accurate analysis of primry and

secondary costs?
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recall himtestifying to that.
idn't take issue with M. Lazare's

urrebuttal testinmny, did you?

er did any other ComEd witness,

elieve so.

ur rebuttal testimny, ComEd

of fered new testimony and analysis with regards to a

inputs for the embedded cost of service

on to the primary-secondary

l e, you talked to M. Gower about

t he wood poles 50 feet or |ess. Do you recall that?

A Yes, | do

Q And you d
statement in your s

A No.

Q And neith
did they?

A | don't b

Q And in yo
number of
study, correct?

A In relati
anal ysis, yes.

Q For exanp

A Yes.

Q

t hat

And you admt in your rebuttal testimony

ComEd' s original assunption regarding the

percent age of wood poles 50 feet or |ess that have

secondary facilities attached was fl awed, right?

A

| acknowl

edged that there was a change in

t he percentage, yes.

of

Q

pol es,

And t hat

correct?

was based on a very limted review
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A Very limted review of maps that showed
primary and secondary on poles.

Q And ConEd offered no justification in its
testimony for the nunber of poles that it actually
exam ned on the maps, did it?

A Not in testinony. But as | started to say,
we had very limted time and we had to nmobilize the
engi neering people to help us get the data.

Q And the result with regards to that
anal ysis of the wood poles 50 feet or less as a
result of the limted visual inspection was a
substantial change in that input, correct?

A |'d have to take a | ook.

Q Woul d you accept, subject to check, that
t he change was about 20 percent after perform ng that
very limted visual inspection?

MR. ROONEY: Objection. ' m not sure where
this cross is going since M. Townsend's already
crossed himon the fact that there was a very small
change in the result of the -- after the revisions
were made.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: You know, | think you've
established that there's a substantial difference and
it's all based on a small sanmple size. "' m not sure
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where you're going with this.

MR. TOWNSEND: | was just trying to get on the
record the magnitude. It was over 20 percent, your
Honor . | don't think we've got that.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. Can you answer

t hat question?
Can you agree with his estimte that

it was 20 percent?

THE W TNESS: l'"d like to know how he derived
it.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q You started off with 28.5 percent of those
pol es having secondary facilities attached, correct?
Yes.

And you ended up with 23.5 percent, right?

> O >

That sounds fam |iar.

Q Okay. And that's about a 20 percent
reduction, correct?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: 5/ 28ths; is that about right?

THE W TNESS: It's about 20 percent.
BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q And, likew se, with the wood poles over 50
feet. After the limted visual inspection, you also
adj usted that number by about 20 percent, right?
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A | recall an adjustnment and | accept,
subject to check, that it was 20 percent.

Q Now, the sample sizes chosen by ComEd were
not the result of a professional statistica
anal ysis, right?

A No. As a result of the time in which we
had to do the sanmpling.

Q Did ComEd do any sanpling fromthe tine
that the Comm ssion initiated this proceedi ng up
until the time of the intervenors submtting direct
testi nony?

A We did use actual data from the SEG S
(phonetic) system when it was available, if that's
what you call by sanmpling.

| think when you have the data, that
is a form of sanpling. So, yes.

Q Did ComEd do any further sanpling since it
filed its rebuttal testimny on June 19th?

A No.

Q And the type of sampling that ComEd

personnel did is not within their normal job duties,

right?
A | would think not.
Q Just like it's not within your department's
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normal job duties to perform an enbedded cost of
service study, right?

A well - -

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: | think that's a rhetorical
guestion and you don't have to answer it.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q Well, ConEd hired M. Heintz and his
company to perform the enbedded cost of service study
in the |last rate case and al so performed the
revisions to the ECOSS in this case, right?

A That's correct.

Q But ComEd has not retained an outside
consultant to performthe sanmpling of its facilities,
correct?

A Correct.

Q And neither has ConEd retained an outside
consultant to study ConmEd's operations and
organi zation to determ ne how to allocate customer
care courses, right?

A That's correct.

Q M . Meehan was assignhed the task, right?

A Yes.

Q And according to his testinmny, he was told
what anal ytical approach would be taken by Ms. Clair,
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right?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ection that's beyond the scope
of this witness's testinmony.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: It's al so asked and answer ed.

I|f you know the answer to the
guestion, you can answer.

THE W TNESS: Based upon M. Meehan's testinony
yesterday, he was directed by Ms. Clair, yes.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q ComEd coul d have retained an outside
consultant to undertake the visual inspections in the
customer care analysis, couldn't it?

A It's a budget question; but assum ng
there's dollars in the budget, | suppose that could
happen.

Q And the Comm ssion itself could retain an
outside consulting firmto performthose anal yses,
right?

A |'m certainly sure that the Comm ssion
could do that if they chose to.

Q And the Comm ssion has retained outside
consultants to study utility operations in the past,
right?

A Yes.
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Q Now, there's been sone testimony about the
cost and benefit judgnments and whether it's worth it
for ConmEd to undertake some study because of the
benefit m ght not justify the cost, right?

A Yes.

Q And you were in the room yesterday when we
di scussed the magni tude of the rate increases,
correct?

MR. ROONEY: Clarify that question. ConmEd's
not proposing any rate increases in this case.

BY MR. TOWNSEND:

Q When | say "rate increases,” what | mean --
and if you have any question, you can again ask ne to
clarify it, M. Alongi.

When | refer to rate increases, |I'm
referring to the rate increases that would result if
t he Conmm ssion were to adopt the embedded cost of
service study that the Conpany's put forward in this
proceedi ng.

Do you understand that?

A Yes.

Q And are you all right with that as a ground
rule going forward?

A Sur e. It helps. Thank you.

673



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Q For individual extra |arge custoners, we're
tal ki ng about increases of hundreds of thousands, if
not mllions, of dollars a year for the delivery
services portion of their electricity bills, right?

A That could very well be, but that's just
the delivery portion of their overall bill.

Q They could have all sorts of other costs,
but we're only focused on ComEd's service to them
which is the delivery services, right?

A Yes.

Q And those costs are annual increases,
right; that is, they recur on an annual basis?

A Assum ng the customer continues to use
electricity in the same way that they did when the
rates were set, | would expect the customer to see
t hose increases year after year thereafter for their
di stribution.

Q And they may go up after ConmEd's next rate
case, right, whenever that m ght be?

A That could very well be.

Q Has ComEd told the extra |arge customers
when the next rate case is going to be filed?

A Not to nmy knowl edge. | don't know when the
next rate case is going to be filed.
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Q Has ComEd i nvestigated what it would cost
if the Comm ssion were to retain an independent third
party to analyze ConmEd's cost of providing delivery
services to its |largest customers?

A Not to nmy know edge, no.

Q Has ComEd i nvestigated what it would cost
if the Comm ssion were to retain an independent third
party to analyze the appropriate allocation of
customer care costs between the delivery and supply
functions?

A No, not to my know edge.

Q Now, you did make an estimate of what you
t hought it would cost for ConEd to respond to REACT
Dat a Request 2.38 that was | ooking for cost data for
t he REACT members or the -- actually, the extra | arge
customers and the customers with high voltage demands
over ten megawatts, correct?

A | consulted with some engi neering people
and they provided the estimate that | cited in ny
af fidavit.

Q You actually presented an affidavit that
estimated it would cost about a mllion dollars to do
t hat work, right?

A Yes.
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Q And the affidavit estimted that it would

take a m nimum of 12 months, right?

A Yes.
Q So it's one mllion dollars, 12 nonths,
right?

A Yes.

Q And that's one time; nonrecurring, right?

A That's correct.

Q So to put that in perspective, you
acknow edge that the rate increase inplied by the
revi sed ECOSS that ComEd has proposed here would

result in certain extra |large customers individually

receiving increases in excess of two mllion dollars,
right?

A Based upon M. Fults' calcul ations.

Q Annual Iy and recurring, right?

A Yes.

Q And al t hough it would take some tinme to do
the study, you agree that it's not unusual for time
to pass in connection with Comm ssion studies in
cases, right?

A For time to pass?

Q Yeah. When the Comm ssion has hired
outside consultants, it takes sonme time for themto
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go in and --

A Oh, yeah.

Q -- obtain the information?

A Yes.

Q Right. And M. Fults pointed to a nunber
of instances where the Comm ssion has hired outside
consultants, and you're famliar with the Comm ssion
hiring outside consultants to | ook at ConEd's
facilities, right?

A Yes.

Q So you'd agree with me that neither the
cost you've suggested nor the timng you've suggested
woul d prevent the Comm ssion, if it chose to do so,
to retain an independent third party to conduct the
wor k needed to provide the kind of information that
REACT has been seeking in this proceeding, right?

A | think that's fair to say, yes.

Q Now, you know that in a suppl enment al
response to the data request after your affidavit was
subm tted, ComEd suggested an alternative methodol ogy
for a study that would have cost |less than a mllion
dol I ars and woul d have been conmpl eted nmore qui ckly,
right?

A Yes.
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MR. TOWNSEND: No further questions.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: s that it?

MR. ROONEY: Can we have a couple m nutes for
redirect, your Honor?

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Okay.

MR. TOWNSEND: ' m sorry. Before we go, can we
move for the adm ssion of REACT Cross Alongi 197

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Any problemwith that?

MR. ROONEY: No .

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: All right. Cr oss- Exam Al ongi
Exhi bit -- REACT Cross-Exam Exhibit 19 will be
admtted.

(Whereupon, REACT Cross Al ongi

Exhi bit No. 19 was

admtted into evidence as

of this date.)

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Back on the record.
MR. TOWNSEND: Your Honor, there is one cleanup
mat t er .

REACT Cross Exhi bit Meehan 10 has not
been nmoved into evidence yet and we would like to do
SO now.

MR. ROONEY: No obj ection.
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JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Meehan 10 will be -- REACT
Meehan Cross Exhibit 10 will be admtted in the
record.

MR. TOWNSEND: Thank you.

(WMhereupon, REACT Meehan Cross
Exhi bit No. 10 was

admtted into evidence as

of this date.)

MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, | have a few questions
for redirect for M. Alongi.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Proceed.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. ROONEY:

Q M. Alongi, you recall being asked
guesti ons about the revisions to your primary and
secondary analysis based on your initial inspections
of maps?

A Yes.

Q And you recall M. Townsend's questions
about the percentage magni tude of the changes in the
different results in the primary-secondary study?

A Yes. They were fairly small.

Q And are those the results that are
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reflected on REACT Cross Exhibit Alongi 197
A Yes. | mean, the ultimte change was

fairly small .

Q From a dollar perspective within the cost
study?

A Yes.

Q During M. Townsend's cross-exam nation, he

asked you sonme questions about whether you were aware
of any changes in usage or costs for the extra |arge
class of customers that would result in the -- |

don't know what adjective he used to describe the

i ncrease, but it was certainly colorful -- of the

increase over existing rates.

Do you recall that line of
guestioni ng?
A Yes, | do.
Q M. Alongi, if it wasn't usage and it

wasn't additional costs invested in for those
customers, then what's driving this increase in costs
and also resulting in the illustrative rates to those
customers?

A It's the change in allocation of cost to
the customer classes based upon the enbedded cost of
service study, and the -- those changes are
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illustrated in Table 7 -- or S-7 of ComEd Exhi bit
10. 0, corrected, on Page 40.

And what that table shows is current
responsibility for revenue recovery in the second
colum designated as responsibility at current rates.
And then the sixth colum over shows the
responsibility with all the changes at a hundred
percent EPEC, and the rightnmst colum shows the
change from current. And the rightnmost colum shows
t he changes in revenue responsibility for each of the
classes. And what it shows is that the extra |arge
| oad, high voltage and railroad class are allocated
additi onal costs based upon the cost study which they
were not allocated previously because, in essence,

t hey were being subsidized.
Q Are you saying that they weren't -- they're
not paying their cost of service under current rates?
A Correct.
Q And if they're being subsidized, who's
payi ng that subsidy?
A The ot her nonresidential classes.
Q And that's also reflected here in
Table S-7?
A Yes. | mean, the change in allocations are
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shown in the rightmst colum. The -- and,
basically, what -- the amount that was being
subsidized is the anmount that are those differences.
Q Okay. Thank you, M. Al ongi.
Do you recall questions from M. Gower

regarding the current revenues being recovered under

rates fromthe railroad class and -- which was $4.9
mllion?

A Yes.

Q And that under illustrative rates, the

revenues collected fromthe railroad class would be
approximately $7.5 mllion?

A Yes.

Q The expl anation you just provided for these
the extra large customers, would that same
expl anation be applicable to the railroad class?

A Yeah. Basically, what it amounts to is the
railroad class is paying two-thirds of the cost of
their service. And the other classes, | think, are
payi ng about 60 percent of the cost of their service,
t he high voltage and the extra | arge.

MR. ROONEY: Thanks, your Honor.

We have no further questions.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Recross?
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MR. TOWNSEND: Thank you, your Honor.
RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY
MR. TOWNSEND:

Q M . Alongi, you said that the customers in
the extra large class are not paying their cost of
service, right?

A Ri ght .

Q And that assumes that you know the cost to
serve those custoners, right?

A It's based upon the enbedded cost of
service study that we prepared, yes.

Q And the only evidence that's presented here
is the embedded cost of service study with regards to
t hose costs, right?

A Yes.

Q And the embedded cost of service study that
you've presented in this case is very simlar to the
embedded cost of service study that was presented in
the 2007 rate case, right?

A It's been adjusted to include a
primary-secondary split. It's been adjusted to
include allocation of residential uncollectibles
evenly across the four residential classes, and it's
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been adjusted to reflect

all ocation identified by M.

Q

agree that,

embedded

And even with those adjustnents,

cost

bottom |l i ne,

of service study that

2007 rate case, right?

A

Q
siml ar,
A

Q

cost of service study that

| think the results are sim/l ar

And the i npact

right?

Yes.

And the Comm ssion

rate case for

t he purposes of

extra | arge custoners, right?

MR. ROONEY: Obj ecti on.

it's very simlar

Lazar e.

t he change in services

you' d

yes.

setting rates for

That -- that -

MR. TOWNSEND: We' Il withdraw the questi on.

MR. ROONEY: Thank you.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Anybody

MR. GOWER:

Q

payi ng --

el se, recross?

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY

MR. GOWER:

Your testimony about

or

payi ng only about

One quick question, M. Alongi.

to the

was presented in

on extra |large customers are

rejected the enbedded

was presented in the 2007

t he

the railroad class not

two-thirds of

its
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costs, that's based on the assunption that you have a
valid cost of service study, isn't it?

A It's based upon the assunmption that the
embedded cost of service study appropriately and
reasonably reflects the cost of service, yes.

Q Okay. And if there were flaws in that
study, you couldn't make that statement, could you?

MR. GOWER: "1l withdraw the question.

Not hi ng further.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Anybody el se?

Okay. Is there anything else we need
to discuss or talk about?

MR. ROONEY: Your Honor, | don't know. | think
there's one witness that filed testimny. It's the
AG and | don't think they've offered anything into
evi dence at this point.

| didn't see anyone from the AG here
t oday. So | just raise that observation because |
know certain other testinmny has been admtted in
response to that.

JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Al'l right. Well, maybe we can
| eave the record open for that purpose, and I'l|l send
an e-mail to the AG s office and ask them what their
preference is.
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What ?  You have something you want to
tal k about ?
JUDGE HAYNES: (No response.)
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Is there anything further from
anybody?
ALl right. W'Ill -- we've already set
a briefing scheduled; is that right?
MR. ROONEY: Correct.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: And the briefs are due in?
MR. ROONEY: Novenber 20th and December 7th.
JUDGE HI LLI ARD: Anything else?
| don't think so. All right. W'l

be adj ourned then for the evening.

(Sine and die)
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